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Sisisky
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Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
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NAYS—192
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Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
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Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
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Rangel
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Rothman
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Royce
Rush
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Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
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Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
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Turner
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Vento
Visclosky
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Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
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NOT VOTING—5

Brown (FL)
Markey

Reyes
Schiff

Young (AK)

b 2051
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained and missed several votes this
evening. I ask unanimous consent that my
statement be inserted in the RECORD imme-

diately after the recorded votes. If I had been
here, I would have voted Yes on rollcall 267;
Yes on rollcall 268; Yes on rollcall 269; No on
rollcall 270; Yes on rollcall 271; No on rollcall
272; No on rollcall 273; Yes on rollcall 274;
and No on rollcall 275.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2107, DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 2107, the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, and cross references and
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary
to reflect the actions of the House in
amending the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 11 a.m. on tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2159, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING, AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 105–184) on the
resolution (H. Res. 185) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2159)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1210

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor to H.R. 1210.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 972

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to have my name re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 972.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 184 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2158.

b 2055
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2158) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1998, and for other purposes, with Mr.
COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, all
time for general debate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

Amendments printed in House Report
105–180 may be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report and only
at the appropriate point in the reading
of the bill, are considered read, are not
subject to amendment and are not sub-
ject to a demand for division of the
question.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word for
purposes of making an announcement.

Mr. Chairman, before we get into
reading the bill for amendments, I
would like to make this announcement
about how we have agreed to proceed
for the balance of the evening.

First, there will be no more recorded
votes this evening. Any votes ordered
will be rolled until tomorrow.

We will be reading the bill for amend-
ments. We plan to read for amend-
ments and debate all amendments
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through title II at the maximum. We
will not read into title III even if we
finish the first two titles quickly.

So, any Member with an amendment
that will be offered in the first two ti-
tles needs to be here tonight. However,
we will stop considering amendments
no later than 10:30 p.m. even if we are
not through with title II.

To summarize, there will be no more
recorded votes tonight, and we will
consider amendments through title II
or 10:30 p.m., whichever occurs earlier.

b 2100
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2158
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, commissions, corpora-
tions, and offices for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPSENSATION AND PENSIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the payment of compensation benefits
to or on behalf of veterans and a pilot pro-
gram for disability examinations as author-
ized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18,
51, 53, 55, and 61); pension benefits to or on
behalf of veterans as authorized by law (38
U.S.C. chapters 15, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat.
2508); and burial benefits, emergency and
other officers’ retirement pay, adjusted-serv-
ice credits and certificates, payment of pre-
miums due on commercial life insurance
policies guaranteed under the provisions of
Article IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940, as amended, and for other
benefits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107,
1312, 1977, and 2106, Chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and
61; 50 U.S.C. App. 540–548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45
Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198); $19,932,997,000 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That not to exceed $26,380,000 of the amount
appropriated shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General
operating expenses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ for
necessary expenses in implementing those
provisions authorized in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990, and in the Veter-
ans’ Benefits act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. chapters
51, 53, and 55), the funding source for which
is specifically provided as the ‘‘Compensa-
tion and pensions’’ appropriations: Provided
further, That such sums as may be earned on
an actual qualifying patient basis, shall be
reimbursed to ‘‘Medical facilities revolving
fund’’ to augment the funding of individual
medical facilities for nursing home care pro-
vided to pensioners as authorized by the Vet-
erans’’ Benefits Act of 1992 (38 U.S.C. chapter
55).

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

For the payment of readjustment and reha-
bilitation benefits to or on behalf of veterans
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 30, 31,
34, 35, 36, 39, 51,53, 55, and 61, $1,366,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That funds shall be available to pay any
court order, court award or any compromise
settlement arising from litigation involving
the vocational training program authorized
by section 18 of Public Law 98–77, amended.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

For military and naval insurance, national
service life insurance, servicemen’s indem-

nities, service-disabled veterans insurance,
and veterans mortgage life insurance as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 887;
72 Stat. 487, $51,360,000, to remain available
until expended.

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of indirect and guaranteed
loans, such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the program, as authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as
amended,: Provided further, That during fis-
cal year 1998, within the resources available,
not to exceed $300,000 in gross obligations for
direct loans are authorized for specially
adapted housing loans.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan
programs, $160,437,000, which may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation
for ‘‘General operating expenses’’.

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as au-
thorized by 238 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Pro-
vided, That such costs, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That
these funds are available to subsidize gross
obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $3,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $200,000; which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM

ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $44,000, as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended:
Provided, That such costs, including the cost
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further,
That these funds are available to subsidize
gross obligations for the principal amount of
direct loans not to exceed $2,278,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro-
gram, $388,000, which may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out
the direct loan program authorized by 38
U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended,
$515,000, which may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General
operating expenses’’.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance and operation of hospitals, nursing
homes, and domiciliary facilities; for fur-
nishing, as authorized by law, inpatient and
outpatient care and treatment to bene-
ficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, including care and treatment in facili-
ties not under the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment; and furnishing recreational facilities,
supplies, and equipment; funeral, burial, and
other expenses incidental thereto for bene-
ficiaries receiving care in the Department;
administrative expenses in support of plan-
ning, design, project management, real prop-

erty acquisition and disposition, construc-
tion and renovation of any facility under the
jurisdiction or for the use of the Depart-
ment; oversight, engineering and architec-
tural activities not charged to project cost,
repairing, altering, improving or providing
facilities in the several hospitals and homes
under the jurisdiction of the Department,
not otherwise provided for, either by con-
tract or by the hire of temporary employees
and purchase of materials; uniforms or al-
lowances therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
5901–5902; aid to State homes as authorized
by 38 U.S.C. 1741; administrative and legal
expenses of the Department for collecting
and recovering amounts owed the Depart-
ment as authorized under 38 U.S.C. chapter
17, and the Federal Medical Care Recovery
Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651 et seq.; and not to exceed
$8,000,000 to fund cost comparison studies as
referred to in 38 U.S.C. 8110(a)(5);
$16,958,846,000, plus reimbursements: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, $565,000,000 is for the
equipment and land and structures object
classifications only, which amount shall not
become available for obligation until August
1, 1998, and shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1999. Provided further, That funds
under this heading shall be available for
medical examinations required for benefits
claims under title 38, United States Code:
Provided further, That of the amount made
available under this heading, not to exceed
$5,000,000 shall be for a study on the cost-ef-
fectiveness of contracting with local hos-
pitals in East Central Florida for the provi-
sion of nonemergent inpatient health care
needs of veterans.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
On page 7, line 6, after ‘‘$16,958,846,000,’’ in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $48,000,000)’’.
On page 57, line 7, after ‘‘$321,646,000’’ in-

sert ‘‘(decreased by $60,000,000)’’.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
first say that I regret very much that
I am offering this amendment under
these circumstances. But for anyone
who happens to be watching, either
Members or anyone else, on C–SPAN, I
am afraid what they are witnessing is
another step in the gradual destruction
of the ability of this House to conduct
rational debate.

What is now happening is that
amendments of substance will be de-
bated with virtually nobody in the
room. Members will then be called
upon as the first order of business to-
morrow to vote on those amendments,
not having heard them, not having
even had the opportunity to watch
them from their offices on their TV
screens. They will walk in blind and we
will be asked, ‘‘What is in this? Oh, I
don’t get it.’’ And within about a
minute they have to make up their
minds. I think it is a further debilitat-
ing of this House, but there is not a
whole lot that I can do about it.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply explain
what this amendment is. This amend-
ment accomplishes two important ob-
jectives. First, it deletes funding for an
unauthorized, unbudgeted construction
project that appears to be premature at
best. Second, it increases funding for
veterans’ medical care.
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There are four veterans’ services or-

ganizations, the DAV, AmVets, Para-
lyzed Veterans of America, and VFW
that each year jointly produce an inde-
pendent budget for veterans’ programs.
This year’s independent budget esti-
mates are that $18.044 billion is nec-
essary for medical care in fiscal 1998
just to maintain current services. So
the committee recommendation is
$17.56 billion, assuming VA medical fa-
cilities can keep third-party reim-
bursements, which are being dealt with
in another bill before this Congress.

Those recommendations in the com-
mittee are almost $500 million less
than the current services amount and
$2 billion below the optimum level. So
basically what I am trying to do is to
add the funding in this amendment to
increase that account slightly.

To pay for the increased veterans’
medical care, we cut $60 million that
the committee has recommended for a
windstorm simulation center to be con-
structed at the Department of Energy’s
Idaho National Engineering and Envi-
ronmental Laboratory.

There are many questions raised by
the manner in which this project has
been considered. Let me simply list a
few. First of all, the funds were not re-
quested by the administration. The lat-
est statement of administration policy
indicates funds should be redirected to
higher priorities.

Second, the project is not authorized,
either for the Department of Energy or
for FEMA;

Third, the split authority between
FEMA and DOE on the project makes
it a classic case for mismanagement;

Fourth, the project meets six of the
seven criteria of the ‘‘porkbusters coa-
lition’’ as to items that should qualify
for viewing as pork;

Fifth, there have been no hearings on
the project;

Sixth, the company that operates the
Idaho lab for the DOE is the same com-
pany that is currently in a major dis-
pute with the government over another
construction job at that lab. It seems
that the contractor, Lockheed Martin,
is $150 million over the amount that
they were supposed to reach on a fixed
price contract. They now want the gov-
ernment to change the terms of that
contract to bail them out.

Seventh, there has been no peer re-
view at all for this project. Indeed,
there has not been any review at all.
The American Association of Wind En-
gineers has raised serious concerns
about the construction and operation
of this facility. In addition, although
the contractor has indicated that $34
million is all they can use in 1998, the
committee recommendation is for $60
million.

Next, the $60 million is just a down
payment. The total is estimated to
cost about $181 million. I would also
point out that FEMA has indicated its
support for the proposal, only to be
contingent upon establishment of a
broad coalition of financial support.
Yet, to date, the industries with poten-

tially the most to gain from this facil-
ity, the insurance industry and the
home builders’ industry, have not con-
tributed one dollar.

I would also point out that 2 years
ago the Department of Energy had a
major study on the future of the na-
tional labs. This project flies in the
face of nearly every important rec-
ommendation made by the so-called
Galvin report. I would also point out
that this year a draft report was pre-
pared by a DOE working group, which
is chaired by the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy for Procurement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, they rec-
ommended this lab lose its status as a
federally funded research and develop-
ment center, a condition that allows it
to receive government contracts on a
noncompetitive sole source basis.

I am aware that the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure has indicated his inten-
tion to offer an amendment that would
require authorization before those
funds can be spent, but I would submit
that that device is merely a ruse. The
amendment contains a kick-out clause.
It is only operative until April 1, 1998.
If the project is not authorized by that
time, the limitation comes off and the
money can still be spent.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that in
addition to that, it is not even clear
that the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure has jurisdiction
over this matter. A good case can be
made that the Committee on Science is
more properly the House committee
with authorization oversight.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would
simply urge my colleagues to support
this amendment. I would suggest that
if Congress is to add money above the
budget, we ought to be doing so for
cash starved programs like veterans’
medical care, and not for questionable,
unauthorized, premature pork projects
like this windstorm simulation center.

Mr. Chairman, this operation started
out to be a quite different operation. It
started out to be a center to evaluate
earthquakes. It did not get quite the
review that they wanted, and so now
the contractor has simply said: ‘‘Well,
if we cannot get the money on an
earthquake simulation project, we will
move it over and we will design a wind-
storm operation.’’ That is what they
have done.

Mr. Chairman, no one suggests that
this work does not need to be done, but
before it needs to be done this project
needs to be peer reviewed. We need to
know we are getting what we pay for.
It just seems to me that until we do,
we ought to simply put this money
where it is needed the most, which is in
the veterans’ medical care budget.

If the House adopts this amendment,
I will offer a conforming amendment in

the FEMA portion of the bill to delete
the proviso earmarking $60 million for
the wind facility.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would
simply close and suggest that at the
appropriate time tomorrow, the House
would do well to adopt this amend-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise with a good deal
of sympathy for the amendment pre-
sented by my colleague, the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. But I would
suggest to him that there are a number
of questions that I still have in my
head that cause me to resist this
amendment.

I can remember our discussions time
and time again about horrendous costs
that the country is facing relative to
disaster circumstances. In the time I
have been chairman of this committee,
FEMA has received some $10 billion.

One of the areas that is difficult, that
we do not have a handle on, does deal
with wind damage. One way or another
we have to try to do the right things.
None of these things seems to be per-
fect, but we have to try to do the right
thing in terms of wind mitigation.

Mr. Chairman, as I look at the gen-
tleman’s amendment, I know his pur-
pose is directed at this wind simulation
center, but really he just affects one of
the accounts within FEMA by reducing
that, but that does not prevent them
from going forward with the wind tun-
nel.

In an attempt to respond to the very
questions that the gentleman has in
mind, I have been in discussion with
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], and frankly, I am not sure
who really has the appropriate jurisdic-
tion, here or there, because those bat-
tles on the authorizing side are consid-
erably more difficult than ours.

But having said that, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER],
some discussion, responded by saying,
‘‘I would present an amendment where
I think we are going to have an author-
ization that goes forward that would
essentially delay this until we have
more time to talk through the very
questions that the gentleman is dis-
cussing.’’

I do not really think we have any dif-
ferences here, so I would urge the gen-
tleman to at least reserve at this point
and see if we cannot figure out a way
to begin marching our way down the
path where that makes sense, with the
cost of wind damages. And clearly the
gentleman can tell from what I am say-
ing here that I do not have the answers
either, but we need to begin to seek
them in a serious way.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
have any problem whatsoever with the
way the gentleman is running this sub-
committee. But I would simply observe
that, as I said earlier, if this amend-
ment is adopted, then under the rules
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the next amendment that I would be
able to offer will indeed eliminate the
earmark for the wind tunnel, which is
what the amendment is designed to at-
tack.

Mr. Chairman, I would also say that
if we really want to do something
about protecting the Federal Treasury
from the cost of disasters, in my mind
what we ought to do is to require
States to join an experience-rated self-
insurance program, so every time there
is a disaster States do not come to
Uncle Sam with their hand out; that
they can simply, on the basis of their
own experience, do just as we do in
workmen’s compensation and prepay
for disasters, so every time a disaster
comes we do not have to call up Uncle
Sam and jimmy the budget.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I do under-
stand where the gentleman is coming
from. But the fact is, one more time,
that is an authorizing question, and
they ought to be working their way
through that without any doubts. I
think the gentleman knows that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and
I are struggling with the bill in no
small part because over 85 percent of
our bill is unauthorized. So we struggle
along, at best. I want to address this
problem. I do not want to do it pell-
mell, but at the same time I do not
want to cut off avenues that are impor-
tant.

I must say, one of the things that is
disconcerting here is, because the gen-
tleman and I have such a fine working
relationship, up until now the ranking
member and his staff have given me
amendments ahead of time so I can
talk these things through. It must be
that he slipped over this technically
some way.

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield further, let me explain
that, Mr. Chairman. I was in a Labor-
HEW markup all day. I was here all
day yesterday working on Labor-HEW,
expecting that others on the gentle-
man’s side would also be here. They
were not. So today our Labor-HEW
mark was extended. I never dreamed
that we would be getting to this point
in the bill today, given the other legis-
lation we had before us. I expected to
give it to you before we had it tomor-
row.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if it had not been for the very fine
bipartisan work the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. STOKES] and I had been in-
volved in, we would not have moved
very quickly, so we even contributed to
this very positive development.

b 2115
In the meantime, Mr. Chairman,

there is little doubt that the country
knows that disaster costs have been
horrendous over the last several years.
I think also all of us in the House know
that when the next disaster occurs, we
are going to come together as Ameri-
cans and respond.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEWIS of
California was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not intend to take very much
time, but I would say that there is lit-
tle doubt the next time a disaster
comes along, that the Congress will
come together, reflecting the American
people’s view that we ought to help
people in disaster circumstances.

But having said that, there is no
doubt that we need to do work inter-
nally to try to mitigate against these
disasters. We are doing it in building
codes in earthquake sectors. Clearly
the wind problem is a very, very seri-
ous problem we need to seriously move
in the direction of addressing, trying to
find some answers that mitigate
against these costs.

Those efforts are not going to be per-
fect in their initial stages. I would
hope that we would work closely with
our authorizers and encourage the au-
thorizers to do the work as we make
this effort to hold down the costs.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, why on
Earth, if this facility is to be funded by
the Government, should it be funded in
a manner that allows them to seek sole
source contracts with no competition
and why should this not be peer re-
viewed? And if it is so important, why
is FEMA resisting providing money for
it without that kind of proper review?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I frankly cannot answer the ques-
tion. I do not know the technical side
of how they went about putting it to-
gether, this process that relates to a
contract. But I do know that this is ap-
parently a facility that would be built
on land that the Department of Energy
owns and they would see it used for
this purpose, and end up with free land.
There is a need that is very real and
apparently there are personnel in the
region that could be very responsive to
the challenges of this particular facil-
ity.

But I am sure the process is not per-
fect, and one of the reasons that one of
the authorizing chairmen will be pre-
senting an amendment is he wants
time to step back and take a look at
some of these questions. I think they
are very appropriate questions.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

(Mrs. Meek of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the
Obey amendment. It certainly goes
against my grain to go against a per-
son of the caliber and capability of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].
I truly regret having to oppose my own
ranking member, because I do believe
he is one of the best representatives in
this body. And I know that he has the
best of intentions. However, in this
case I think my ranking member is
wrong.

First of all, I do not think he has
walked in the shoes that I have walked
in since I have been in this Congress
and personally experienced the need for
help with disasters, particularly disas-
ters that wipe out the life of your con-
stituents.

Our House Committee on Appropria-
tions has included in this bill funding
for the construction of a full size wind
damage testing facility. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] says we
should cut out these funds.

I say and I appeal to the Congress to
keep them in because we need this fa-
cility. In 1992, Hurricane Andrew was
the single most natural disaster ever to
hit the United States. Powerful, dev-
astating, it plowed right through the
south end of Dade County, FL. It ut-
terly destroyed a huge portion of my
congressional district.

I want to say to the Congress, my
district has not yet regrown and it has
not yet come back from this devastat-
ing disaster. I remember vividly the
hundreds of homes in my community
that literally blew apart in Hurricane
Andrew. There was just no estimate of
the destruction and of the force of this
hurricane. As a matter of fact, accord-
ing to the people at the Homestead Air
Force Base, there was a tornado
strength wind within this hurricane.
So the desperation, if Members could
see the lives of these thousands of men
and women and children who were left
homeless because of Hurricane Andrew.
I spent my first 2 years in this Con-
gress working to try to make this com-
munity whole again.

And this Congress has helped me do
that. Mr. OBEY was one of the ones who
helped me do it. But they still are not
whole yet. The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS] can tell you that 5
years later I am still working on prob-
lems created by Hurricane Andrew.

All three of these things are ex-
tremely costly. One, winds from the
big, big storms, hurricanes and
Nor’easters, kill people and they de-
stroy homes. Two, we know these
storms are going to come and we can
plan and prepare for them. And, three,
they are extremely costly.

That is why we need this wind test-
ing facility. That is why I am appeal-
ing to the Congress to take this out of
the realm all the time of numbers and
utility and philosophical vents, but to
think about what it has meant to peo-
ple, to destroy this community, the en-
tire community. Most of people from
this community have moved north.
They will never come back to this
southernmost area. And therefore, the
economy has gone down and the social
fabric of the lives of these people has
been destroyed.

We need a wind testing facility. With
proper research and testing, we can
minimize wind damage and destruc-
tion. Thousands of insurance compa-
nies went under because of this storm,
because no one had the facility to
know that this storm would be that
devastating to this area.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5276 July 15, 1997
By testing different types of housing

and construction techniques and mate-
rials under actual hurricane wind con-
ditions, we can design and build homes
in ways that will minimize the danger
to human life and minimize the cost of
these natural disasters. This can be
done ahead of time so that we will
know what to expect when we have
hurricanes and natural disasters.

We need to take action now. We do
not need to put this off, because it has
been put off too long. If you ask any-
one in Florida or in Georgia, or out
there in the West where all of these
natural disasters have occurred, you
will find out that it is time for it now.

We need to be able to develop the
knowledge. This knowledge is so im-
portant to keep our constituents’
homes from blowing a part. That is
what this wind testing facility is all
about. This is not just common sense.
It is dollars and cents. I repeat, it is
not just common sense; looking for-
ward to test this facility ahead of time
is dollars and cents.

The amount of money at stake here,
it is just staggering. It belies one’s
imagination to realize the cost associ-
ated. Hurricane Andrew alone resulted
in losses that exceeded $25 million, and
those were just the losses that they
have been able to account. I am still
coming back to the Congress, I am still
coming back to FEMA asking them to
forgive in many instances the big costs
that grew up with this.

No doubt my colleagues remember
that 5 years ago the House voted for a
disaster relief bill of $8 billion in Fed-
eral aid to help my community get
back on its feet. We can pay a little
now or pay a lot later.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida was allowed to proceed for 30
additional seconds.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to appeal to the House to
please vote for this wind testing facil-
ity. It will save lives and it will also
save money.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am always hesitant
to follow my colleague from Florida. It
is almost like being against mother-
hood to do so. But I want to speak in
favor of the amendment that has been
put forward by the ranking member.

I think what we have here is a com-
parison. On the one hand we have a
proposal to add $48 million in this
amendment to the veterans’ health
services program which everyone un-
derstands is needed, where we have
people and we have made a promise to
our veterans that we were going to pro-
vide them with health care in their
lives, particularly when we have so
many of our World War II veterans who
are at an age when they are in need of
health care. So that $48 million on the
one hand is replacing monies that are
otherwise below, added to funding

which is otherwise below what is need-
ed to keep the funds at the level of
services that are presently there.

On the other hand we have a very
questionable kind of an expenditure for
this wind simulation center. The $60
million reduction which we have been
talking about is just stage one, phase
one of a construction program for this
wind simulation center, the sum total
of which is going to be $181 million, and
all of it is going to come out of FEMA,
and apparently from all indications
there is not a single cent that has yet
been put into this from any of the in-
dustries that might be a part of it.

Now, it was not in the President’s
budget. It was not even requested by
either the Department of Energy or by
FEMA. So here we have an uncooked
idea, a half-baked idea being put in in
place of adequate funding for veterans’
health care services.

Now, I would like to mention the tes-
timony of the gentleman who is the
head of the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, his testimony before the
Committee on Science, which I served
on in the previous Congress as a minor-
ity member, the statement by W. John
Denson. He pointed out in his testi-
mony that the INEL maintains critical
technology skills for nuclear oper-
ations, nuclear safety and nuclear
waste management. The INEL is a mul-
tiple purpose laboratory supporting all
the missions of the department. The
INEL has been designated by DOE as
the lead lab for research and develop-
ment for EM mixed waste. They also
lead the national programs for spent
nuclear fuels management and national
low level waste management.

Now, I say this because what that
says is that the mission of the particu-
lar DOE laboratory is far from the pro-
posed area. And to follow up on that,
we have had a lot of testimony in the
104th Congress before the Committee
on Science about this question of just
how we were to use our energy labora-
tories. The GAO study asked experts on
energy policy and former DOE execu-
tives, including several of the previous
Secretaries of DOE, their views on it,
and they by a substantial majority said
that we should not be taking on mis-
sions at the DOE laboratories that are
beyond the missions of DOE itself.

Then we have the Galvin Commission
that was mentioned by one of the pre-
vious speakers, a major commission to
look at the future of alternative fu-
tures for the Department of Energy na-
tional laboratories. They strongly ex-
pressed their concern about expanding
the laboratories’ industrial R&D be-
yond the existing DOE missions.

I quote from their work: The current
industrial partnership activities of the
laboratories are unfocused and invari-
ably lead to add-ons. As in this case, an
add-on. The Galvin Commission made
three specific recommendations. In two
of those cases this kind of a project is
in direct contradiction to the rec-
ommendations. Their recommenda-
tions that are contradicted are that

government-funded technology transfer
industrial competitiveness activities
should be focused on industries and
areas of technology that contribute di-
rectly to the DOE primary missions in
national security, energy and environ-
ment.

The second recommendation, that
competitive selection and more rigor-
ous technical and merit review, namely
peer review, which has been mentioned
on several occasions by external ex-
perts, should be applied broadly within
the department’s cooperative research
and development agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
OLVER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, let me
just point out here that Citizens
Against Government Waste, which held
a number of hearings, a group that was
invited to a number of hearings to put
a focus on government waste during
the 104th Congress, had put forward 7
criteria on which to judge what might
be considered waste.

Their criteria included cases where
the request was made by one chamber
of commerce; where it was not author-
ized; number three, where it was not
competitively awarded, not peer re-
viewed, in essence; four, where it was
not requested in the President’s budg-
et; five, greatly exceeds the President’s
budget or the request of the previous
year’s funding; and, six, had not been
the subject of congressional hearing.
Six out of the seven, this project vio-
lates.

So what I think here, let me go back
and just reiterate, what we are compar-
ing is a $48 million increase in veter-
ans’ health services to fulfill a promise
that we have made to our veterans for
a continuation of their veterans’
health programs, versus a program, a
proposal which is at best not ready for
this stage, where it is meant as a part-
nership, there is no industry portion in
the partnership. The money all would
come out of a budget from an agency,
namely FEMA, which did not request
the money at all and which has written
at least to the Senate chairman of the
subcommittee on VA–HUD to indicate
that they have serious questions about
this.
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And, Mr. Chairman, I will ask to sub-
mit this letter into the RECORD during
the whole House section of this session.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope the
amendment would be adopted.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OLVER. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply like to make one additional
point.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] has expired.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5277July 15, 1997
(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by

unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. OLVER. I will continue yielding
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the argu-
ment has been made that this research
needs to be conducted. I am sure the
gentleman would agree that no one
questions that. Certainly I do not ques-
tion that.

The question is, why should this re-
search proceed under conditions which
enable the contractor to obtain sole
source noncompetitive contracts? Why
should it proceed when there has been
no peer review to determine whether or
not this is the right way to proceed?
Why should we proceed when a large
number of universities and many peo-
ple in the scientific community have
expressed their concern that they will
not be able to use the simulator be-
cause of the costs associated with this
contract?

It has been suggested, for instance,
that a number of insurance companies
have gone bankrupt because of other
disasters. Why then should the insur-
ance industry not do as FEMA wants it
to do, namely to share in the cost of
producing this research facility? Cer-
tainly if they will gain millions of dol-
lars in saved claims from its research,
they should be willing to help finance
it.

I would simply say in very frank
terms what this is is a nice arrange-
ment by one State which has working
arrangements with several other uni-
versities, but the taxpayers’ interests
are not protected because of the way
this research project is being designed.
It will be very convenient for Lockheed
Martin, the contractor, but not for
anybody else, as far as I know. And it
seems to me under those cir-
cumstances, this ought not to proceed
until we have the proper peer review
processes built in.

I would suggest also that with the
veterans health budget being some $500
million short of current services, it is
not even a close call as to where this
money is needed the most.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OLVER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the House for yielding the additional
minute.

I think the answers to the ranking
member’s questions, the answers to
those whys, is that they really should
not proceed until all of those condi-
tions are met. In truth, we do need to
have that kind of research done. But it
ought to be done in a case where it is
clearly cofunded by industry as well as
by the government, and in a situation
where it is peer reviewed and where
there can be a broad participation in
that research.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, when Hurricane Fran
swept across North Carolina, thousands
of homes were severely damaged or de-
stroyed. More than a million people
lost their electricity for 5 days and
many lives were lost in the process.

Lost too by families in my State
were dreams and memories. The devas-
tation and suffering caused by the
swath of destruction was tremendous.

We must do more to protect citizens
in advance of storms. We cannot afford
to be reckless with the lives of our citi-
zens and with their homes.

In the last 2 years, four major hurri-
canes have caused 57 deaths and $40 bil-
lion in damage, but we do not have to
sit back and let nature take its course.
Today, we will vote on a measure to
help protect both homes and lives from
hurricanes.

This measure will save billions in tax
dollars and countless lives. Supporting
the Partnership for Natural Disaster
Reduction/HomeSaver Project is criti-
cal, Mr. Chairman, to saving American
homes and lives. Our goal should be to
prevent disasters, not just to manage
them or respond to them.

Hurricane season is beginning to ap-
proach, and this year it is predicted to
be worse than ever. For us not to take
preventive measures would be highly
irresponsible.

Before there is indeed another Hurri-
cane Fran happening in some other
State, I urge my colleagues to support
the Partnership for Natural Disaster
Reduction/HomeSaver Project. It is the
right thing to do. It is the responsible
thing to do and also, Mr. Chairman, it
is the safe thing to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 184, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
In addition, contingent on enactment of

legislation establishing the Medical Collec-
tions Fund, such sums as may be derived
pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 1729(g) shall be depos-
ited to such Fund and may be transferred to
this account, to remain available until ex-
pended for the purposes of this account.

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out
programs of medical and prosthetic research
and development as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
chapter 73, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1999, $267,000,000, plus reimburse-
ments: Provided, That of the funds made
available under this heading, $20,000,000 shall

be for medical research relating to Gulf War
Illnesses afflicting Persian Gulf Veterans.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TIAHRT:
In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT

OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the first dollar
amount (the aggregate), insert the following:
‘‘(increased by $25,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’, after the second dollar
amount (the Gulf War illness research ear-
mark), insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE—NATIONAL AND COMMU-
NITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPERATING EX-
PENSES’’, after the first dollar amount (the
aggregate), insert the following: ‘‘(reduced
by $200,000,000)’’.

Mr. TIAHRT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.
(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I am
here tonight to address the priorities
within this bill. The amendment I offer
would dedicate an additional $25 mil-
lion to the Veterans Administration’s
Medical and Prosthetic Research Ac-
count to dramatically increase the
level of research which the VA is doing
on the illness which is affecting thou-
sands of American veterans who served
this country in the Persian Gulf war.

This year the Veterans Administra-
tion is dedicating a mere $3.6 million to
the research of the illness which our
gulf war veterans are suffering from.
To pay for this very necessary re-
search, the amendment would partially
eliminate funding for the AmeriCorps
program and direct it towards this
much-needed research.

First, let me address why this
amendment is necessary. The fiscal
year 1998 VA-HUD Appropriations Act
contains $267 million for the VA’s med-
ical and prosthetic research account.
In the Committee on Appropriations an
earmark was added which directs $20
million of this current appropriation to
be spent on gulf war research. This
pays for and expands the current re-
search into gulf war illness. However it
comes at the expense of other impor-
tant research being done by the VA,
such as Diabetes Centers of Excellence,
Centers for Rehabilitation Medicine,
and the VA’s ability to retain high
quality physicians. It just takes from
one pocket, cutting important re-
search, to put in another. This solves
one problem yet, unfortunately, cre-
ates many more.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would remedy the problem completely.
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Footnotes at end of article.

This amendment presents a question of
priorities. We should do what is more
important, expanding the very mini-
mal research which the VA is doing on
the illnesses our gulf war vets are expe-
riencing and living with daily, or con-
tinuing paying for healthy young peo-
ple to volunteer for public service jobs.

Before we make our decision, let us
examine the facts. This is difficult
when discussing the gulf war illness.
The problem is we cannot define it con-
clusively, treat it, or explain exactly
how it is caused. The VA itself has
said, ‘‘Currently, there is no evidence
of a single unifying illness to explain
the health problems of all gulf war vet-
erans.’’ Without much-needed research,
these veterans will continue to suffer,
and we do not have the answers to our
gulf war illness questions.

We do know that the Department of
Defense has confirmed that 27,000
American soldiers could have been ex-
posed to chemical agents in the Per-
sian Gulf. Separately, the CIA has esti-
mated as many as 120,000 could have
been exposed.

I can also tell my colleagues what
some of our gulf war veterans are expe-
riencing. Like U.S. Army Reserve Sgt.
David Janda. He is a 35-year-old father
of three from Hutchinson, KS. He suf-
fers from blinding headaches, a blister-
ing rash which he has had for 6 months,
chronic diarrhea and joint pain. Or
Kenny Schwartz of Great Bend, KS,
who endures stabbing pain in his left
eye, stiffness in his joints which make
him unable to walk, memory loss and
scarring rashes. Their doctors can nei-
ther diagnose nor effectively treat
these symptoms.

To date, 90,000 Persian Gulf war vet-
erans have contacted the VA’s gulf war
registry and reported symptoms which
are consistent with how the Journal of
the American Medical Association has
described gulf war illness: fatigue,
joint pain, gastrointestinal complaints,
memory problems, emotional change,
impotence, and insomnia.

This is the Veterans’ Administration
current response: $3.6 million of re-
search funding this year. That is $133
for every American veteran we know of
that has been exposed to chemical
agents in the gulf.

On the other hand, we have
AmeriCorps. This year we are spending
$402 million on the AmeriCorps pro-
gram. That is $19,000 in Federal funding
for every one of the over 20,000
AmeriCorps paid volunteers.

This chart shows the discrepancy,
Mr. Chairman; $133 per veteran being
spent on research for gulf war illness
versus $19,000 spent for every paid vol-
unteer.

AmeriCorps pays recruited volun-
teers to perform public service jobs. It
also provides $7500 for living expenses
and $4,725 for an educational award.
They also get health coverage and
child care. Our $19,000 a year paid vol-
unteers have lobbied the government,
worked as low level Federal bureau-
crats, and built hornos, which are

ovens built from dirt and grass that
were originally used some 4,000 years
ago.

Two recent audits by the GAO and a
report from AmeriCorps’ own Inspector
General have found serious inefficien-
cies and mismanagement. In addition,
Arthur Andersen has tried to audit
AmeriCorps twice, and found the books
too much of a mess to even perform an
audit, yet we are asking to continue
funding AmeriCorps at the current
level while ignoring the illness of our
Gulf War veterans.

I cannot go back to Kansas and tell
David Janda and Kenny Schwartz that
we can only muster $133 per veteran to
investigate what is making them sick
and how to treat it, yet we have $19,000
to pay a paid volunteer to offer a
healthy youngster that lives next door
to these veterans.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TIAHRT
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very important amendment. I ask
every Member of the House to consider
what they believe our priorities should
be, and I am hopeful that we will place
our highest priority on the current and
future health of the men and women
who fought and served for freedom in
our country.

Caring for veterans who fought for
America’s freedom and security is a
necessary function of our Federal Gov-
ernment. Paying healthy AmeriCorps
volunteers is simply not. I ask Mem-
bers to please not turn their backs on
the veterans who so faithfully served
this country in the Persian Gulf.

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the
RECORD two reports on the subject of
my amendment:

TIME TO END THE TROUBLED AMERICORPS

On April 27–29, 1997, with Independence
Hall as a picturesque backdrop, over 2,800
delegates from across the country, including
governors, mayors, private-sector leaders,
and representatives from leading founda-
tions, gathered in Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia, for the Presidents’ Summit for Ameri-
ca’s Future. With President Bill Clinton and
former President George Bush as honorary
co-chairmen, this gathering was called to ex-
amine a topic that hardly could be more im-
portant: the future of volunteerism in the
United States, and especially how the vol-
untary sector can aid America’s children.

The great 19th century French observer of
American politics, Alexis de Tocqueville,
noted that what made America great was the
tendency of its people to form voluntary as-
sociations to meet community needs. Where-
as Europeans looked with docility to govern-
ment to solve problems, Americans learned
self-reliance and the ability to look beyond
individual self-interest through cooperation
in voluntary organizations. In this century,
however, as government programs—particu-
larly human services programs—have
usurped much of America’s traditionally vol-
untary domain, both the country’s civic fab-
ric and the character of its individual citi-
zens have changed for the worse.

The Presidents’ Summit gave Americans a
chance to pause and reflect on how commu-

nity needs could best be met. The increas-
ingly widespread appeal of the conservative
message on the need to re-limit government
led President Clinton himself to declare that
the ‘‘era of big government is over.’’ Now
America’s civil society and corporate com-
munity have been called in to deal with the
problems created by the failure of federal
programs. Over the past few months, News-
week has devoted a portion of its ‘‘Periscope’’
page to the many corporations that have
agreed to make major contributions of goods
or services as part of the effort to meet these
needs. LensCrafters, for example, has agreed
to provide free eye care for one million
needy people, and the National Restaurant
Association has agreed to hire 250,000 young-
sters in the next five years.1

But for all the fanfare and national press
attention surrounding the Presidents’ Sum-
mit—as well as the bipartisan images and
goodwill it generated—there is reason to be-
lieve that it may serve less to foster a vision
of a healthy voluntary sector free of unwar-
ranted government intervention than to pro-
mote further charitable dependence on fed-
eral resources. The Presidents’ Summit was
largely the brainchild of former Senator
Harris Wofford (D–PA), Chief Executive of
the Corporation for National and Commu-
nity Service (CNCS). In congressional testi-
mony, Wofford declared that the CNCS,
along with the Points of Light Foundation
(another federally funded entity designed to
promote volunteerism 2), ‘‘is working . . . in
initiating and planning the Summit to pro-
mote the goals of the National and Commu-
nity Service Act, the mission of the Corpora-
tion, and the vision set forth in the Corpora-
tion’s Strategic Plan.’’ 3

The CNCS helps oversee administration of
the AmeriCorps program, President Clinton’s
‘‘domestic Peace Corps,’’ the largest exten-
sion of the federal government in recent
years. Ever since its creation in 1993,
AmeriCorps has been mired in controversy.
Two recent independent audits of the pro-
gram by the U.S. General Accounting Office
(GAO), the semiannual report of the Corpora-
tion’s own Inspector General, and two audits
by the nationally renowned Arthur Andersen
accounting firm all have found serious evi-
dence of cost overruns and mismanagement.
Despite these problems, however, and despite
a continuing inability to correct them, the
Corporation has benefited from large
amounts of good publicity, thanks in part to
what one critic has called the ‘‘camera-ready
smiles of young ‘volunteers’ ’’ whose efforts
made good news copy.4 In an era in which
balancing the federal budget has become a
national priority, the CNCS has requested
$546,500,000 for fiscal year (FY) 1998—an in-
crease of 36 percent over the $400 million ap-
propriated in FY 1997.

Not only was the Philadelphia summit
choreographed in part by AmeriCorps, but
its proceedings offered a rousing endorse-
ment of this very troubled program. Despite
the good publicity for AmeriCorps that the
Summit may generate, Congress should view
the request for increased AmeriCorps fund-
ing with considerable skepticism. In this age
or re-limiting government, the American
public and its elected representatives should
reject the very premise upon which
AmeriCorps rests: that the federal govern-
ment has an important activist role to play
in guiding the voluntary sector in the United
States.

WHAT IS AMERICORPS?
One of Governor Bill Clinton’s key plat-

form stands in 1992 was a call to create a fed-
eral program that would help individuals
meet the high costs associated with acquir-
ing a college education in exchange for com-
munity service. As President, Clinton saw
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his vision implemented through the National
and Community Service Trust Act of 1993.
The Act created the CNCS, which helps ad-
minister the ‘‘largest national and commu-
nity service program since the Civilian Con-
servation Corps of the 1930s.’’ 5

Over the past four years, AmeriCorps has
grown from a mere pilot program to include
more than 24,000 people participating in
more than 430 programs across the country.

These programs focus primarily on four
areas: education, the environment, public
safety, and human services. Since 1993, de-
spite the fact that Washington spends $1.3
billion annually to promote volunteerism
through 23 other federal programs, more
than $800 million has been appropriated to
pay for 100,000 participants in CNCS’s major
program, AmerCorps*USA.6 Full-time
AmeriCorps participants work a minimum of
1,700 hours per year, receiving in turn a $7,460
stipend and an education award of $4,725 in
the form of a college tuition voucher or cred-
it to repay a past student loan.

In his 1995 State of the Union address,
President Clinton praised AmeriCorps as
‘‘citizenship at its best.’’ In Philadelphia, the
President announced his intention to expand
the program in two ways:

First, he wants to create a ‘‘citizen army’’
of one million volunteer literacy tutors to
shore up the failed public school system in
the United States. Rather than hold public
schools accountable for teaching basic skills,
his plan would cost taxpayers at least $2.75
billion and rely heavily on coordination and
instruction by 10,000 new AmeriCorps ‘‘tutor
coordinators.’’ 7

Second, the President wants to expand
AmeriCorps by 33,000 volunteers over the
next five years by teaming with private or-
ganizations that would be responsible for
paying the paid volunteers’ living stipends
while taxpayers still pay the cost of their
college scholarships.8

AMERICORPS’ TROUBLED BEGINNING

Early on, the Clinton Administration
hailed AmeriCorps as the ‘‘paradigm of re-
invented government.’’ In truth, under the
leadership of CNCS’s first CEO—Eli J. Segal,
chief of staff for the 1992 Clinton-Gore cam-
paign—AmeriCorps offered a case study of
how not to run a federal agency. Although
AmeriCorps claimed that its mission was to
promote the voluntary sector, at least 2,800
of its first 20,000 ‘‘volunteers’’ were assigned
directly to federal agencies and departments,
most notably the Departments of Agri-
culture and Justice, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, the Legal Services Corpora-
tion, and the National Endowment for the
Arts.

Even though AmeriCorps claimed that its
mission was nonpartisan, it offered millions
of dollars in grants to numerous activist
groups, including ACORN (the Association of
Community Organizations for Reform Now),
the National Council of La Raza, and the
Council of Great City Schools, an organiza-
tion devoted to the ‘‘advancement of edu-
cation in inner-city public schools through
public and legislative advocacy.’’ 9 Despite
Segal’s repeated denials that AmeriCorps
grant money helped subsidize ACORN’s polit-
ical activities, the Corporation was forced to
defund ACORN in July 1995 after an Inspec-
tor General’s report found incontrovertible
evidence that the supposedly independent af-
filiate awarded a grant by AmeriCorps was,
in fact, part and parcel of ACORN’s political
operations. Another AmeriCorps grantee in
Denver also engaged in political advocacy at
taxpayers’ expense and was stripped of its
federal funds.10

But the most devastating news under
Segal’s tenure was not the presence of ‘‘vol-
unteers’’ in federal agencies, or the use of

federal tax dollars for political purposes: It
was the audit of 93 AmeriCorps programs re-
leased by the GAO in July 1995. Segal had
promised that the ‘‘cost [per AmeriCorps vol-
unteer] will be $17,600.’’ 11 The GAO revealed
that the cost to field a participant was
$25,800 for non-federal agency grantees and
$31,000 for federal agency grantees. 12 In other
words, although AmeriCorps promised that
cost per service hour by volunteers would
total $6.43, the GAO found that the real cost
was $15.85 per hour—and up to $19.81 per hour
when time for non-service AmeriCorps ac-
tivities was included.13 Whereas President
Clinton repeatedly had cited AmeriCorps as
evidence that the government could work in
partnership with the voluntary sector and
private enterprise to promote volunteer-
ism,14 the GAO found that taxpayers were
paying 93 percent of the costs—79 percent di-
rectly from the federal till.15

NEW EVIDENCE THAT AMERICORPS DOES NOT
WORK

In summer 1995, Segal resigned as
AmeriCorps’ CEO, to be replaced by Harris
Wofford. Wofford began his tenure by seek-
ing bipartisan support for AmeriCorps. Part-
ly because of the July 1995 GAO audit,
Wofford promised to end the policy of ‘‘paid
volunteers’’ in federal agencies, to reduce
the Washington-based bureaucracy, and to
seek a direct private-sector match for each
dollar contributed by the federal govern-
ment.

Wofford’s promises for reform and his affa-
ble style, combined with President Clinton’s
newfound popularity in the polls, saved the
program from almost certain extinction. Yet
one and a half years into Wofford’s tenure,
AmeriCorps still seems to be plagued by
many of the same problems that Segal faced.
A new GAO report reveals that AmeriCorps
costs too much, has difficulty retaining
problem participants, and is not attracting
the significant private-sector involvement
that program supporters had sought.16

The GAO sampled 25 AmeriCorps programs
and uncovered some disturbing trends:

AmeriCorps fails to retain participants in
its programs. The dropout rate for paid vol-
unteers is 39 percent, nearly twice what the
CNCS had predicted in November 1994.17

AmeriCorps is failing to gain significant
private-sector resources for its programs. Of-
ficials at the Corporation for National Serv-
ice have boasted repeatedly that the pres-
ence of government funding would help ‘‘le-
verage’’ private contributions. Yet median
private-sector support for AmericCorps pro-
grams that were sampled was only 17 per-
cent; 83 percent of the funding comes di-
rectly from the taxpayers. This is not sur-
prising when one considers that at least 180
of the Corporation’s 430 projects in FY 1996
provided funding to government programs.18

Despite the CNCS’s claim that 90 percent
of participants would use their educational
awards, only 54 percent of those eligible for
these awards actually have used them. The
low percent of educational awards used sug-
gests that many AmeriCorps members either
are not planning to attend college or are not
recent college graduates saddled with loans
to pay. The Des Moines Register, for example,
reports that ‘‘nearly one in five AmeriCorps
workers in Des Moines already has a college
degree, and more than half in the program
are 26 or older.’’ 19 The presence of so many
non-student age AmeriCorps members led
one observer to conclude that the ‘‘program
that was sold as the domestic equivalent of
the Peace Corps has already turned out to
more closely resemble the abysmal failure of
the Comprehensive Education and Training
Act.’’ 20 AmeriCorps was sold to Congress as
a program to help young people pay for col-
lege, not as another federal jobs program in
addition to the over 160 that already exist.

One AmeriCorps program, the Casa Verde
Builders Program, cost the taxpayers
$2,448,053. Only 23 of the 64 individuals en-
rolled as Casa Verde AmeriCorps members
completed the program; the cost of tax-
payers: over $100,000 per participant. More-
over, only four participants have used their
educational awards; to cost to taxpayers:
more than $600,000 per award.

Another AmeriCorps program examined by
the GAO, the Educational Conservation
Corps, cost taxpayers $1,732,000. Of the 97 par-
ticipants, 58 earned an educational award. So
far, only 20 have used their awards; the cost
of taxpayers: $86,000 per award in administra-
tive costs plus $4,725 per award.

The Appalachian Service Through Action
and Resources program cost taxpayers
$632,240. Twenty-two participants completed
the program and earned educational awards.
The cost to taxpayers (assuming that 90 per-
cent of Appalachian Service members use
their awards): $31,612 plus $4,725 per award.

Local AmeriCorps programs are not the
only problem. The management techniques
at CNCS headquarters are the focus of con-
tinuing congressional scrutiny. An October
1995 audit of CNCS books by Arthur Ander-
sen indicated serious accounting weaknesses,
leading the firm to declare that the books
were ‘‘unauditable.’’ A follow-up study by
Andersen concluded that the Corporation’s
‘‘internal controls were not adequate for an
independent auditor to perform an effective
and efficient financial statement audit in ac-
cordance with generally accepted auditing
standards for fiscal years 1994 and 1995.’’ 2

The same study concluded that these short-
comings ‘‘potentially preclude an audit’’ of
FY 1996 books. Most shockingly, as of De-
cember 1996, the CNCS could not account for
$38 million in AmeriCorps funding. Despite
repeated requests by Representative Peter
Hoeskstra (R–MI), Chairman of the Oversight
and Investigations Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and Senator Christopher Bond
(R–MO), Chairman of the VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, AmeriCorps
has yet to provide conclusive evidence that
the Corporation’s financial statements for
FY 1997 can be audited. What is particularly
disturbing about the financial fiasco at
AmeriCorps is that the program was created
and administered entirely during the ‘‘re-
inventing government’’ era.

WHY AMERICORPS IS UNNECESSARY

Wholly aside from the numerous failures
that have occurred in the administration of
AmeriCorps, there was no objective reason to
create the program in the first place. As one
of its supporters concedes, even
‘‘AmeriCorps’ friends aren’t sure exactly
what it does.’’ 22 For several reasons, any
role for the federal government in the vol-
untary sector is both unwise and counter-
productive:

The voluntary sector in the United States
is fundamentally healthy. According to Inde-
pendent Sector, 89.2 million Americans of-
fered unpaid voluntary service in 1993. Since
1981, the number of hours that Americans
volunteer has rise dramatically from 12.7 bil-
lion to 19.5 billion.

AmeriCorps’ paid volunteerism has dis-
couraged—and will continue to discourage—
real charitable involvement. Only programs
that cannot generate sufficient community
support need to look to Washington for fund-
ing. AmeriCorps already turned many of the
major charitable nonprofits in the United
States—Habitat for Humanity, the Red
Cross, and the YMCA—away from the task of
raising funds in the private sector toward
lobbying Congress for more AmeriCorps
funding.
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Healthy charities with strong community

support look to their neighbors, not the fed-
eral government, for financial support and
volunteers. When genuine needs must be
met, Americans band together with their
neighbors to achieve common goals.
AmeriCorps distorts the principle of local ac-
countability for charitable groups. The great
strength of America’s philanthropic sector is
its flexibility in responding to the country’s
social needs. This flexibility arises from a
network of community-based voluntary or-
ganizations, not from a federally sponsored
make-work administration. A far better way
to help these organizations to succeed would
be to allow taxpayers themselves to take tax
credits for contributions to the charities of
their choice.23

Like all government programs,
AmeriCorps costs too much. Considering its
stipends and tuition awards, members re-
ceive approximately $7.13 per hour, exclusive
of the medical benefits and child care avail-
able to certain eligible participants. But the
real cost per participant hour is far higher,
depending on the particular grantee pro-
gram. The total federal, state, and local
costs of this program amount to an average
of $18.26 per hour—the equivalent of almost
$38,000 per year.

AmeriCorps’ record of achievement has
come under question. A 1997 Working Paper
on AmeriCorps written for Independent Sec-
tor, itself sympathetic to the program, notes
that, for 70 percent of the AmeriCorps pro-
grams it studied, the presence of AmeriCorps
members did not produce quantitative re-
sults ‘‘over and above what the agencies
were mandated and ostensibly funded to pro-
vide.’’ Among the ‘‘reasons for concern and
reflection,’’ AmeriCorps’ vaunted ability to
leverage volunteers from local communities
turned out to have been overstated; re-
searchers found only a ‘‘modest 3.5 percent
increase in hours volunteered by genuine
volunteers.’’ 24

AmeriCorps is an extremely costly way to
help families pay for college. The $26,700 cost
for a single participant estimated by the 1995
GAO study would pay for Pell Grants for ap-
proximately 18 students. Assuming the Casa
Verde program’s cost of nearly $100,000 per
participant, 67 low-income students could
have received Pell Grants.

President Clinton has declared that
AmeriCorps aims to help young people who
perform public service pay for college. In his
1996 State of the Union address, the Presi-
dent boasted that ‘‘AmeriCorps has already
helped 70,000 young people to work their way
through college as they serve America.’’ 25 In
fact, if only 54 percent of AmeriCorps’ ‘‘grad-
uates’’ are using their educational awards,
the program should have helped approxi-
mately 37,800 with college tuition payments.
By the time of the Philadelphia summit, the
President had corrected his figure downward
from 70,000 to 50,000.26

AmeriCorps seeks to create a cadre of de-
voted liberal activists. One of the reasons for
creating national service, according to the
program’s intellectual godfather, Professor
Charles Moskos of Northwestern University,
was to revitalize the Democratic Party. In
its first few years, AmeriCorps has offered
grants to dozens of organizations like
ASPIRA of New York, the New Jersey Public
Interest Research Foundation, the North
Carolina Low Income Housing Coalition, the
Legal Service Corporation, the National
Council of La Raza, and the Northern Vir-
ginia Urban League. Congressional inves-
tigators also are examining why one high-
ranking political appointee at the Corpora-
tion for National Service—former Los Ange-
les City Council Member Michael Woo—used
Corporation stationery and resources to set
up a meeting between Democratic Party

fundraiser John Huang and Asian-American
business owners in Los Angeles.27

When given the choice between cutting
funding for AmeriCorps or other programs
such as veterans’ benefits, even the Presi-
dent’s closest congressional allies—House
Minority Whip David Bonior (D–MI), Rep-
resentative David Obey (D–WI), and Rep-
resentative Charles Rangel (D–NY)—had no
choice but to cut $206 million from
AmeriCorps’ funding for FY 1996.28

The President’s plan to expand AmeriCorps
by 33,000 volunteers over the next five years
by teaming with private organizations that
would be responsible for paying the
AmeriCorps living stipend while taxpayers
covered the cost of the college scholarship
will increase federal involvement in the phil-
anthropic sector unnecessarily. Growing
numbers of charitable institutions will be-
come dependent on the federal government,
designing programs to receive taxpayer-
funded subsidies through AmeriCorps.

The President’s planned literacy initiative
will do little to improve our failing public
schools. An additional $2.75 billion on top of
the nearly $302 billion the federal govern-
ment alone spends on education will not
teach American students the basic skills
they are not learning now.29 Pumping more
money into a failed system or drawing on
the efforts of tens of thousands of well-inten-
tioned volunteers will not compensate for
the inadequacy of the country’s schools.30

CONCLUSION

The Presidents’ Summit in Philadelphia
has drawn further attention to one of the
oldest traditions in the United States: vol-
untary community service. Nearly 90 million
Americans volunteer annually, offering 19.7
billion hours of service. These efforts are es-
sential to rebuilding American civil society
now that the ‘‘era of big government is
over.’’

The end of the era of big government, how-
ever, should not be seen as an excuse to
boost President Clinton’s controversial
AmeriCorps program. A recent General Ac-
counting Office study revealed that
AmeriCorps continues to be plagued by high
dropout rates and high costs. In short, the
federal government has no business paying
people to volunteer.
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IMPACT OF PRESIDENT’S FY 1998 BUDGET RE-
QUEST FOR $28 MILLION CUT IN VA RE-
SEARCH

The president’s FY 1998 budget request pro-
poses a 10.5% cut in the VA research appro-
priation. If enacted by Congress, this cut
would reduce FY 1998 funding for VA re-
search to $234 million, down from an FY 1997
appropriation of $262 million. A cut of this
magnitude—15% if the effect of inflation is
included—will require VA to make signifi-
cant changes in the program and future
plans including:

Reinvigoration of VA’s Career Develop-
ment Programs, as recommended by the Re-
search Realignment Advisory Committee
(RRAC), will be delayed indefinitely. For the
third year, VA will not be able to initiate
any new Career Development awards. See at-
tached Graph 1. Cut: 15 career development
awards at a cost of $2.5 million.

Plans for new research centers of excel-
lence will be terminated or delayed indefi-
nitely. Cut: 9 centers at a cost of $10 million.
These include:

Two Epidemiology Research and Informa-
tion Centers designed to provide VA with
much needed epidemiology research capacity

Three new competitively selected Diabetes
Centers of Excellence

Two new Centers for Rehabilitation Medi-
cine focusing on sensory loss and traumatic
brain injury

A new, competitively selected Health Serv-
ices Research and Development Center of Ex-
cellence

Phasing out one of four existing Environ-
mental Hazards Research Centers

Three hallmark cooperative studies ex-
pected to have a far reaching impact on med-
ical care will not be funded. Cut: $3 million.

A substance abuse research initiative re-
lated to nicotine and smoking behavior

Two cooperative studies comparing sur-
gical and medical treatments for heart dis-
ease

Other steps required to accommodate the
remaining $10 million of the $28 million cut:

15–20 new health services research and de-
velopment programs will be delayed.

VA will sharply decrease its investment in
developing medical practice guidelines, re-
ducing its ability to determine the most cost
effective methods of delivering high quality
care in the network environment.

Ten percent of existing investigator-initi-
ated projects will be terminated. The number
of funded projects will decrease from 1666 in
FY 1997 to about 1400 in FY 1998. See at-
tached Graph 2 for the impact on the number
of Medical Research Service projects alone.
This will lower funding opportunity for VA
researchers to an all time low of less than
15%—only 1 out of 8–10 approved projects will
be funded.

Administrative support for research offices
located at VA medical centers will be re-
duced by 10–15%.

Reduced funding opportunity will affect
VA’s ability to attract and retain high qual-
ity physician investigators for careers in VA.
Considering that 75% of VA researchers are
physicians who provide medical care for vet-
erans, the potential impact on VA’s ability
to provide the high quality care associated
with academic/research facilities may be sig-
nificant.

FOVA recommends full restoration of the
funds cut in the president’s request, plus $18
million in new funding for an FY 1998 appro-
priation of $280 million.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

First, let me address the amendment
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT] by way of the discussions that
the gentleman and I have had both in
the full committee as well as this
evening on the floor.

Initially, in the full committee, there
was a good deal of discussion about the
reality that there are some problems
with some AmeriCorps programs oper-
ating in the country, but also there are
portions of the AmeriCorps Program
that are working very, very well. For
example, the forestry services going on
in my district. AmeriCorps volunteers
have done a rather phenomenal job.

Essentially, the gentleman from Kan-
sas was saying to me, I think, that we
need to raise a flag that says if there
are programs here where taxpayers’
dollars are not being spent well, then
we either ought to stop that or, indeed,
we should try to find a way to improve
it. So his amendment essentially raises
that flag by taking half of the
AmeriCorps funding proposed in this
bill and putting it in an area of funding
within veterans medical research that
is very, very critical.

Now, beyond my comments about
AmeriCorps, let me say this about the
gentleman from Kansas, a new member
of the Committee on Appropriations.
There is not a member of our commit-
tee who has more effectively brought
forward the importance of the Persian
Gulf syndrome problem, the reality
that literally tens of thousands of vet-
erans are facing circumstances that
the medical community seems to know
a lot less about than they should know.

As of this moment, as a direct result
of his work, through a number of ap-
propriation subcommittees, I am not
sure exactly what the figure is, but we
are pushing something close to $100
million that is directed along a chan-
nel that will have us evaluating in in-
tensive form the Persian Gulf syn-
drome.
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And that concern about those veter-
ans who served is very well-taken and
very, very important.

Further, I want to say that while ear-
lier I was personally going to consider
just wiping out the AmeriCorps fund-
ing because we know at the other end
of this, before we get through con-
ference, before we get a signature from
the President, AmeriCorps is going to
be funded. The gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. TIAHRT] is mixing the best of pub-
lic policy with the best of reality
around here in terms of his amend-
ment. It is very helpful to the process,
and because of that I would suggest to
the Members that the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] has made a very
good point and should get their sup-
port.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. Mr. Chairman, I rise to support
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT], my good friend, and his
amendment.

This is really about priorities of
spending in our government. It is about
two programs. And the idea behind
AmeriCorps, the idea of helping college
students, is certainly an idea that most
Americans would support. The idea of
encouraging volunteerism is certainly
an idea that most Americans would
support. But when we start talking
about the concept of paying people to
volunteer, somehow we lose something
in the translation. Once you receive a
paycheck for doing something, you are
no longer a volunteer.

This program is currently costing
$19,000 per student that it is attempt-
ing to help, and I would suggest that
the cost is out of line. I would also sug-
gest that the accountability is just
plain not there in the program.

We then look at a second program
and we have to ask ourselves, which
program is it more important that we
spend the money on? We then look at
our Persian Gulf war veterans and the
illnesses that they are facing and how
much research money is being spent to
solve the problems facing our Persian
Gulf war veterans.

And we have to conclude, as I think
this body will when we vote on this
amendment, we have to conclude that
our priorities here are wrong. Paying
people to volunteer, even if the work
that they are doing is good and impor-
tant, is certainly not as important to
our Nation as finding the root cause of
the Gulf War syndrome that is affect-
ing so many of our veterans in our Na-
tion today.

I rise to support the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], my good friend;
and I sincerely hope this body makes
the right decision and passes this
amendment.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment once
again places an issue before Members
of the House regarding two very impor-
tant areas of concern, I think, of Mem-
bers of the House. Certainly all of us
support veterans’ programs in a great
respect and admiration for what veter-
ans have done for this country. And
many of us, such as myself, are veter-
ans.

At the same time, we recognize that
there is a very real need for programs
such as AmeriCorps, which happens to
be a program that the President of the
United States places a great deal of
priority on. In fact, I have before me a
statement of administration policy
which was received by us today, in
which the President states that ‘‘the
administration understands that an
amendment may be offered to termi-
nate the Corporation for National Com-
munity Service. The administration
would oppose any amendment to termi-
nate the corporation, as well as any
amendment that would eliminate the
corporation’s AmeriCorps grant pro-
gram. Were any of these actions be in-
corporated into the final bill presented
to the President, the President’s senior
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advisors would recommend that he
veto the bill.’’ The President goes on to
speak to other aspects of the national
service program.

This is a bill that, as we have already
stated on the floor earlier today, has
been a very difficult bill to craft. It is
one that the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEWIS] and myself and other mem-
bers of the subcommittee spent a great
deal of time putting together, and we
hate to see it in any manner jeopard-
ized by any type of threat of a veto.

But I think it is important to look at
what some of the accomplishments of
the AmeriCorps Program have been.
Just in the 1995–1996 program year,
AmeriCorps has trained, supervised or
recruited more than 300,000 volunteers;
they have taught or tutored more than
500,000 children; built 1,200 houses; re-
habilitated 4,700 houses and apart-
ments; immunized 64,000 people; plant-
ed more than 200,000 trees; restored
more than 3,000 miles of shoreline and
river banks; cleaned up 3,500 neighbor-
hoods; enrolled 85,000 students in after-
school programs. They have counseled
more than 100,000 people in violence
prevention; established more than 3,000
public safety patrols; provided 1,100,000
people with health care information;
provided 32,000 people with employ-
ment-related services.

So AmeriCorps is not about vol-
unteerism; it is really is about service.
AmeriCorps has strengthened, not
weakened, traditional volunteer activi-
ties. More than 3 out of 5, 61 percent of
Americorps members have completed
1,700 hours of service and earned edu-
cation awards. An additional 17 percent
earned partial education awards. Only
22 percent earned no award.

One measure of success for the pro-
gram is the percentage of AmeriCorps
members who earned the education
awards. Nearly 4 out of 5, 70 percent of
AmeriCorps members have earned edu-
cation awards. Just recently the U.S.
Conference of Mayors passed a resolu-
tion supporting AmeriCorps.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STOKES. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the ranking member’s recitation
of the accomplishments of Americorps.
I think all of us recognize in the start-
up cost it was high, and it was an im-
portant new program with this admin-
istration. Obviously, there is a high
premium on it. I think the program is
working.

I would say that this amendment pre-
sents a dilemma for many of us. But I
think the impetus is clear. I do not
know, and I appreciate the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man, has provided and pointed out that
there is nearly $100 million for review
and research of gulf war syndrome.

Whether there is a program for the
extra $50 million, I do not know. But,
obviously, if there was, I would suspect
that the Committee on Appropriations
would have processed those requests

and considered it. In fact, there are
many quarters in this Federal Govern-
ment, unfortunately, where they still
seem to be in a state of denial with re-
gard to that.

And I appreciate our friend, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT], has
taken the initiative to try and lead in
providing adequate funding. But the
bottom line is this: This takes $200 mil-
lion from the program, a program that
is working, a program where these
funds are necessary, where they are
helping in a variety of ways. I think it
has met its promise.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. STOKES, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. VENTO was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would continue to yield,
this eliminates and takes away the op-
portunity for young people to provide
service. And I might say that while
they get some modest compensation
and recognition, that it is nowhere ac-
corded the right.

Now in a different era, a different
time many could take off a year and
volunteer for service and do a variety
of things and get low compensation or
no compensation. But that is not the
era we are working in today, in terms
of people maybe have the altruism but
they do not have the economic where-
withal.

And this program provides and lets
people provide that type of volunteer
service; and believe me, it is volunteer
service when they postpone their voca-
tional plans for those 2 years. So I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

I think it is the wrong way to go. I
think if we need money for the gulf war
vets and the syndrome and the prob-
lems there, I would be happy to stand
up here with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], my colleague, the rank-
ing member, and support it, but not on
the basis that is being offered in this
amendment.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. STOKES. I appreciate the com-

ments of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I would like to make a couple of com-
ments, one in response to the state-
ment of the ranking member with re-
gard to the President of the United
States. His comment was in regard to
elimination of the program. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is a reduc-
tion of the present program, so he is
not offering the amendment to elimi-
nate the present program.

One is, you have to cross a threshold
whether or not you eliminate the
AmeriCorps as a program. I think the
President gets himself in this
oxymoron about paid volunteers. He
ought to get away from the word ‘‘vol-
unteers’’ in the AmeriCorps program

and just sign up and said, yes, he be-
lieves in service and we want to pay
these individuals for these efforts and
service which have normally gone to
volunteers, and he should get himself
away from this oxymoron and the at-
tacks on the program.

I really do not care for the particular
program. In response to the comments
of the gentleman about the type of pro-
gram and all the good which it has
done, I also have to think about from
1993 to 1994 it was reported that 1,200 of
the paid AmeriCorps ‘‘volunteers’’
worked at the Department of Agri-
culture, 525 worked in the Department
of Interior, 210 worked in the Depart-
ment of Justice, 135 in EPA, 60 at the
National Endowment of the Arts; a
total of 2,800 were working at Federal
entities.

So that was pretty stunning to me
when I discovered that. Also to think
that the AmeriCorps spent $1.7 million
to a PR firm to work on their image.
So when I think about priorities deal-
ing within the restraints of a budget
agreement, this is very disappointing
in fact to me.

The GAO recently, I know the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] re-
ferred to the $19,000 figure, the GAO es-
timates the total compensation given
to each volunteer. I should not perhaps
even call them volunteers because
those that work in the AmeriCorps pro-
gram do not want to be called volun-
teers, they want to be called members.
So each member, it is $26,000. This fig-
ure has increased per cost to $33,000
when AmeriCorps’ high dropout rate is
factored in. That is a heavy price.

So when the gentleman talks about
the promise of AmeriCorps has been
achieved, all right, at what cost? And
then you say of this $33,000 per, what
could we spend those monies on better
with regard to how many Pell Grants
could you get out of that $33,000, or
other things? And you are right, some-
body mentioned this is about prior-
ities.

So when I think about the issue of
the gulf war illness, I do want to enter-
tain a question to the chairman if I
could for a second. Earlier he men-
tioned about $100 million has now been
appropriated for Gulf War illness. I am
a little confused as to this amendment,
if we are adding more moneys or re-
plenishing accounts.

If the gentleman would explain to
me, I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
the gentleman yielding. And when the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT]
first raised this question effectively in
our full committee, we were talking
about $20 million; and it came to our
attention that there was some $30 mil-
lion within the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, at least $10 million in
Labor-HHS. If there is an add-on here,
that is additional.

But I must say, I do not know all the
accounts because I have not had a
chance to go through those in the last



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5283July 15, 1997
few days. But there is a growing level
of funding in which this issue and this
problem is being recognized, and it is a
direct result of the work that the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is
about.

Mr. BUYER. Reclaiming my time, so
what you have earmarked, these mon-
ies will help replenish accounts which
take away from other funding require-
ments?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, either
they are earmarked funds out of re-
search moneys, for example, there is
already DOD money, a pool of money,
and they designate some. We des-
ignated a portion out of research mon-
eys in this bill, et cetera.

Mr. BUYER. When you compare this
year’s budget compared to what the
President sent you, did the President
reduce his VA research budget?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would yield further, yes, the
President did. And as a result of our
work, we have beefed it back up and
there is significant adjustment upward
in the research budget.

Mr. BUYER. And you plused up the
budget over and above last year’s num-
ber even though the President reduced
his VA research?

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, by $33
million over the President.

Mr. BUYER. Let me thank the chair-
man for having done that.

I would share with the Members with
regard to the gulf war issue, whether it
has been in the military health deliv-
ery systems or in the VA, it has been
very difficult to focus them on this
issue. We voted here not long ago on
the issue of national defense. We spent
millions and millions of dollars, wheth-
er it is to buy tanks, we can debate
over B–2 bombers, we debate a lot of
things about military equipment,
hummers and a lot of other things, but
when it comes time to taking care of
those have borne the risk of battle, we
need to also step up to the plate and
take care of these veterans.

There are many, in fact, who are suf-
fering from multiple types of illnesses,
multiple causations, which is very dif-
ficult for us to understand, for the fam-
ily members. I applaud the gentleman
for his amendment, and I ask that all
the Members support this amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise in strong support of
AmeriCorps and wonder in terms of the
statement of the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. TIAHRT], who introduced the
amendment, where he said that there
was $3.6 million allocated, appro-
priated, in this bill with his chart for
Persian Gulf veterans. Let me assure
my colleagues that according to the re-
port put together by the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], our distin-
guished chairman, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], the ranking
member, on page 16 it says, and I

quote, ‘‘The bill includes earmarking
$20 million,’’ not $3.6 million.
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‘‘The bill includes language earmark-

ing $20 million of the funds made avail-
able for medical research relating to
Gulf War illnesses afflicting Persian
Gulf veterans.’’

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe
after reading even more on this topic
that we need to make sure that we
take care of our veterans, World War II
and World War I, Korean, Vietnam vet-
erans and also our Persian Gulf veter-
ans.

Dr. Kenneth Kizer, the VA’s Under-
secretary for Health, said in his testi-
mony before Congress, ‘‘More than 90
research projects are in progress or
have been completed, and more than 30
individual projects are being carried
out nationwide by the VA and univer-
sity affiliated investigators.’’

If we need to do more, and we prob-
ably do, let us work together in a bi-
partisan way to make sure that our
veterans are cared for, and I will
strongly support that amendment. But
let us not pit two very important pro-
grams, AmeriCorps and the care and
concern and medical necessities for our
Persian Gulf veterans, against one an-
other in a very political way.

AmeriCorps in my district is doing
some great things. We have an
Envirocorps in Elkhart, IN. It is one of
the best AmeriCorps projects in the
country. It is doing a number of things,
to clean up streams and the environ-
ment, to revitalize city neighborhoods
throughout our community, to test
homes for radon gas, a host of things
that would not be done. They are work-
ing with the private sector, they are
working with volunteers in the com-
munity. They are leveraging the re-
sources throughout the community to
get things done and help other people.

That is not just in Elkhart, IN.
AmeriCorps has given 70,000 Americans
a greater opportunity for higher edu-
cation, taught over 380,000 students,
mentored 93,000 youth, tutored 118,000
individuals. They are all across the
country, spread out, helping others. I
would think that a Republican wants
people, as we do, not to just get some-
thing free but to do some work for it,
that is the concept here, personal re-
sponsibility, work in the community
and one gets an educational grant, a
stipend to go to school. It leverages
money, another good idea that we
would hope to share in a bipartisan
way, Republicans and Democrats.

We leverage the public money with
the private sector, helping people build
better communities in the environ-
ment, education, tutoring, making sure
children are inoculated, all kinds of
great things going on because of the le-
verage here at the public level that is
spreading out locally to each and every
one of our communities. I do not know
how one can be against that. I do not
know how we can pit two programs
that I strongly support against one an-
other.

I guess, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman,
I would say this. What are Republicans
saying about this program that help
young people, that help young people
at a time when we really need them
getting to college, when the college
costs in this country are soaring, how
are Republicans responding to this,
most Republicans?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROEMER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROEMER. Gen. Colin Powell
says, ‘‘AmeriCorps is doing a lot of
good things around this country. They
are leveraging other volunteers who
come in to work with AmeriCorps.’’

Gov. William Weld, a Republican
from Massachusetts, and I quote,
‘‘Every taxpayer dollar we spend on
AmeriCorps comes back threefold when
we add up the value of your innovative
ideas, your physical labor and all the
skills you bring to the workforce when
you finish your education. It is one of
the most intelligent uses of taxpayer
dollars ever.’’ Ever.

Now, I think that is where the main-
stream of the country is. Support pro-
grams that insist on personal respon-
sibility, that leverage dollars, that
help our young people afford education
and build better communities. This is a
program, AmeriCorps, that I strongly
support. I hope that we can work in a
bipartisan way to support both
AmeriCorps and our gulf veterans. I do
not think that we should try to pit
these programs against one another.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. I would just say that absolutely
the gentleman is right. We do not want
to pit programs like this against one
another. Unfortunately throughout
this bill, that is the challenge of the
bill. We have program after program
that are vital to people, whether it is
the poorest of the poor in housing pro-
grams or otherwise. One person’s
mind’s eye view of what is enough
money for this program versus another
creates the difficulty.

I am not at all challenging what the
gentleman suggests. I think he also
knows full well that, before we get
through this process with the other
body, the conference, the AmeriCorps
funding is going to be there. So indeed
it is just a reflection of the discussion
this evening that expresses people’s
viewpoint. It is helpful but it can be
carried further than it need be.

Mr. ROEMER. Reclaiming my time,
and I respect the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, we have all kinds of opportuni-
ties around here to make priorities. We
had a priority to try to cut 0.7 percent
of the intelligence budget the other
day. This body did not do that. We had
the opportunity to cut B–2 bombers
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that the Air Force does not want. This
body did not do that.

Let us not pit two good programs
against one another that we should be
funding when we have got some of
these other programs that the Defense
Department does not want, a space sta-
tion that does not work, when we are
finding the Mars Pathfinder does mar-
velous things up in space for $267 mil-
lion as opposed to $100 billion for the
Space Station. Let us get our priorities
right. Let us support our gulf veterans.
Let us support AmeriCorps.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROEMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. I would suggest that
this amendment does exactly what the
gentleman is suggesting.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]
has again expired.

(On request of Mr. TIAHRT, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. ROEMER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I con-
tinue to yield to the gentleman from
Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I think
this amendment meets the criteria
that he is establishing here. It allows
AmeriCorps to move on.

I would like to remind the gentleman
from Indiana that AmeriCorps spends
about 11 percent of their budget au-
thority. They have been allocated $1.6
billion from this Congress since its
conception. They have only spent
about $300 million. With a reduced
budget as suggested here, we are able
to achieve both of the gentleman’s
goals, help the Gulf War veterans who
are suffering from this illness and
allow AmeriCorps to continue at a re-
duced size so that they can become
more efficient.

Mr. ROEMER. Reclaiming my time
from the gentleman from Kansas, what
I would say is there are plenty of
things we can cut in this budget.
Whether it is a Space Station, whether
it is a wind tunnel, there are a lot of
things that we have to make tough
choices on to balance the budget, and
we are making them.

I am supportive of a balanced budget,
and I voted for that in the historic bi-
partisan agreement that we brought to
this floor. But let us not always go
after the programs around here that
help people go to school, that help peo-
ple get a school lunch, that help people
get fed that are falling through a safe-
ty net. Let us make sure that the Gulf
veterans are taken care of, that
AmeriCorps, which is working with
personal responsibility, is funded, and
that we go after some of these pro-
grams that are not working nearly as
well as these other two good programs.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, in these difficult
times when we are trying to balance

the budget and establish the priorities
that this body must adhere to because
the American people adhere to certain
priorities, those priorities will fall
time and time again to our veterans,
those people who marched off to war
and many of them came back with gulf
war syndrome. I have a number of
them in my district, and my heart goes
out to them. I honor them and I re-
spect them, and my priority is with
them, because America should keep its
word to its veterans. They kept their
word with us.

It was Teddy Roosevelt that once
said a man who is good enough to shed
his blood for his country is good
enough to be given a square deal. I
think to increase research and develop-
ment to $25 million for gulf war illness
research is a top priority. I think it
must be done. For too long this coun-
try ignored the ravages of gulf war syn-
drome and ignored that it was a bona
fide problem that our soldiers came
back home with. Our veterans have
earned a square deal. They were prom-
ised a square deal. That is not what
they are getting with this appropria-
tions bill, unless we adopt the Tiahrt-
Chenoweth amendment.

How can we in good conscience spend
even a penny on pet projects, as worthy
as they may be, while our promises to
veterans continue to be broken?
AmeriCorps’ paid volunteers may work
on projects in exchange for pay and
scholarships, but what is their con-
tribution in comparison to the sacrifice
of our veterans? Veterans who gave up
freedom and endured the hardship and
bore the separation from loved ones
and all too often suffered terrible bod-
ily injury in defense of our freedoms in
the gulf war.

I urge my colleagues to take this
small step, keep our obligations and
our promises to our veterans. Show our
veterans that they are as important to
us as we and a free America were to
them when they gave so much to us.
Please support the Tiahrt-Chenoweth
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, since the
gentlewoman indicated that we ought
to put support for veterans ahead of ev-
erything else, can I assume that she
will vote for my amendment to elimi-
nate the pork project in Idaho so we
can add money to the veterans health
care budget?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I am supporting
my State and my commitment to my
State.

Mr. OBEY. So in that case the veter-
ans will come second?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
this is out of order because we are de-
bating another amendment.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think this debate is
an appropriate kind of debate but not

necessarily comparing AmeriCorps
with the veterans. I think we all sup-
port both.

The irony is that the gulf war veter-
ans may have sons or daughters that
are in AmeriCorps, and in fact gulf war
veterans may qualify as AmeriCorps
volunteers, because it is a totally dif-
ferent program. It has to do with con-
tribution to the community for remu-
neration and a credit toward, whether
it is vocational training or academic
training. I happen to represent an area
in California, Fort Ord, the former
Fort Ord, which still has a military
property on it; and in that property, we
have the center for the gulf war syn-
drome calls. Anyone who has been in
the gulf war who thinks they may be
qualified for benefits, these medical
benefits, all of those calls from every-
where they are made in the world come
to that building. That building gets
them registered and into the process. It
is a good process and it is working.

The problem I think we have with
veterans and not just gulf war veterans
but veterans in general is that we are
not allowing for collaboration. If one
goes to a veterans clinic, the veterans
cannot take their family and children
to that clinic. We ought to be able to
let them do that. If one is over 65 in
this country and he is a veteran, he
cannot take himself or his spouse to a
veterans clinic. They have to go out to
a Medicare process.

The problem for medical care in
America for veterans is not just lim-
ited in here, and we do not do more by
isolating these moneys, by taking
them out of a good project and saying
we are going to put it in just to re-
search in an isolated area. If we really
want to help veterans, gulf war veter-
ans and all, we would do a much better
job of collaboration.

Let me tell my colleagues on that
same military base are a whole bunch
of AmeriCorps volunteers that are
helping clean up that base, and they
are working with the community based
organizations and they are doing a
very good job. Yes, they are getting
paid. I was a Peace Corps volunteer and
I got paid for being in the Peace Corps.
There is no free lunch in this process.
But they are not getting rich on this.

In fact, the author of this amend-
ment has had six AmeriCorps volun-
teers in his district, of which four fin-
ished. The Kansas Department of Wild-
life and Parks who oversaw the pro-
gram wrote a letter, and I would be
glad to give it to the gentleman and
submit it for the RECORD if he wants,
that says,

Without the assistance of AmeriCorps the
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
would not be able to hire these young people
lacking the funding to do so. The department
can, however, provide raw materials, tools
and supervision.

The letter goes on to say,
The AmeriCorps and public would lose the

benefits provided to the natural resources
and outdoor recreation projects, and the in-
dividuals who would have been selected as
members would lose valuable opportunities.
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It goes on to say: ‘‘I hope you will
find that you will be able to fully sup-
port the continuation of the
AmeriCorps as a viable program impor-
tant to the American people.’’

This is a letter to Senator BOND, and
it is written by Bob Mayers, the Assist-
ant to the Secretary of Operations, ap-
pointee of the Republican Governor of
the State of Kansas.

Lastly, I think what is very impor-
tant here is that if we are going to
make some tough choices, I think we
made it last week, a week before that,
when we had a very close vote, and I
believe it was, as my colleagues know,
half a dozen votes difference on the B–
2 bomber, something that the Pentagon
has not asked for, something that the
Air Force does not want, and we voted
to commit ourselves to building nine
more. An estimated outlay or total
cost in the end is about $18 billion.

Now if my colleagues want to make
choices, and my veterans are just like
my colleagues’ veterans, they under-
stand these choices. They do not want
us to take away programs from their
sons and daughters, from their col-
leagues who may be wanting to go into
the AmeriCorps who want to pay off
student loans, who want to pay off edu-
cation. Robbing Peter to pay Paul is, I
think, a very injurious proposition, and
this is a bad amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague yield-
ing. I think the point I am really try-
ing to make here is to suggest to the
House that we are all on the same side
of this. The fact is my colleague knows
and I know before we get through this
process of the conference that
AmeriCorps is going to have its fund-
ing restored, we know that. What has
really happened though as a part of the
full committee discussion and here, is
suddenly there is a different attention
being paid to the Persian Gulf syn-
drome, which the gentleman’s district
should be very pleased with as well.

So at the end of the process we will
raise that to a much higher level of at-
tention; the gentleman’s district will
like that. But AmeriCorps will be fund-
ed at the other end, as my colleagues
know. Frankly it is important that the
public know that we are all on the
same side really in this discussion. And
as my colleagues know, we have a tend-
ency to fill all the time that is avail-
able regardless of whether we agree or
disagree.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman’s observa-
tions are very well made. I just dis-
agree with the author of this amend-
ment that the way of getting there is
to rob Peter to pay Paul. I think when
we rob an educational account to pay
for a medical account we have no gain.

Mrs. Chairman. I include the follow-
ing for the RECORD.

STATE OF KANSAS,
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE & PARKS

Pratt, KS, October 4, 1996.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOND: I appreciate the ef-
forts of yourself, Senator Grassley, and Con-
gressman Lewis to examine the relationship
between USDA and the Corporation for Na-
tional Service regarding the AmeriCorps pro-
gram. At this time in America, it is critical
that government operate ethically and above
board, without the intent, act or perception
of wrongdoing.

However, as I am certain you will find, the
relationship between USDA, CNS and the
AmeriCorps projects administered at the
state level is reasonable and desirable. This
partnership allows rural Americans to per-
form needed community services for an hon-
est wage and broaden their potentials for the
future in the process. When these
AmeriCorps members have completed their
educations, they will be ready to take their
places as productive members of society,
with not only the class work behind them,
but also the experience earned in the suc-
cessful completion of their AmeriCorps
projects.

Without the assistance of the USDA and
CNS, the Kansas Department of Wildlife and
Parks would not be able to hire these young
people, lacking the funding to do so. The de-
partment can, however, provide raw mate-
rials, tools and supervision. Important
projects underway now, and others that
might be completed in the future, would die
without being completed. Rural commu-
nities would lose the employment options
provided by AmeriCorps, the public would
lose the benefits provided to the natural re-
sources and outdoor recreation projects, and
the individuals who would have been selected
as members would lose valuable opportuni-
ties. The language proposed by USDA cor-
relates to previous agreements, and fully
supports the principles under which
AmeriCorps was conceived, while ending the
transfer of operating funds from CNS to
USDA.

No additional funding is needed to support
the AmeriCorps program, and the positive
impact it makes is tremendous. I hope that
you will find that you are able to fully sup-
port continuation of AmeriCorps as a viable
program important to the American people.

Sincerely,
ROB MANES,

Assistant Secretary for Operations.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. First of all, I want to
just point out as the second ranking
Democrat on the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs I stand in a back seat to no
one in terms of standing up for our Na-
tion’s veterans’ needs, and while I ap-
preciate the efforts that the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], the chair-
man of this committee, has made in
terms of standing up for our Nation’s
veterans in this budget, and I think the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES] de-
serves credit as well, I would like to
point out to those Republicans who are
beating up on the AmeriCorps program
today that according to their own
budget agreement that they passed
themselves earlier this year, they were
$2,230,000,000 under what this budget
does.

So while I appreciate the fact that
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations went back and found $2
billion, for people to stand up here and
make speeches on the floor of the
House saying they want to stand up for
our Nation’s veterans, go look at their
own rhetoric, go look at what their
budget that they passed did to the vet-
erans of this country. They are the
ones who led the fight to cut the veter-
ans programs, and now they stand up
here on the House floor and pretend
like they are standing up for our Na-
tion’s veterans. So in reality what they
can do is beat up on AmeriCorps, be-
cause what they really want to do is go
after President Clinton because he has
a program that encourages volunta-
rism in America.

And that is the truth of what this is
all about. This is just plain rhetoric
bashing, this is the same old, same old
stuff that we hear too much of. In fact,
if we are truthful and honest, I think
we go back to the original statement of
the chairman of the committee. He
said some very nice things; I heard him
when I was sitting in my office getting
ready to offer a couple of amendments
on the housing bill that is coming up,
and he said some very nice things
about the AmeriCorps program. The
truth is that of course like every pro-
gram, we have HUD programs that are
well run, we have HUD programs that
are not well run; we have programs in
the Pentagon that are well run and
some that are not so well run. We have
some AmeriCorps that are well run and
some that are not so well run.

But the truth and the fundamental
aspect of this is that there is broad bi-
partisan support, I believe, for both
AmeriCorps as well as for our veterans’
programs, and for us to sit here and
gratuitously go out and find a way of
offering an amendment that can just
go and try to bash the AmeriCorps in
order to pretend like we are standing
up for our Nation’s veterans is utter
hogwash, and I hope the veterans of
this country who are watching this de-
bate listen to the fact that there is
$2.230 billion, that is B’s, not M’s, bil-
lions of dollars that were proposed by
the Republicans that were not included
because of the work of the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I too want to rise in
opposition to this amendment, and
really, I think, there has been a great
deal of bipartisan effort on this whole
issue of balancing the budget, and I
think because of that I am very curious
about what is not only represented to
be an effort to cut the deficit, but also
what I would call bashing and pitting
one very deserving group against the
other.

Let us make it perfectly clear this
amendment eliminates the AmeriCorps
program, and for many who have de-
bated it and discussed it, for some rea-
son the involvement of the President
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seems to color the value of this pro-
gram, and I would simply take issue
with great respect for the gentleman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentlewoman yield on
that point that she made?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. It may be
that the gentlewoman was not given
the information that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] took up his
second amendment rather than the
first one. Because of that this amend-
ment takes approximately half of the
AmeriCorps funding and puts some of
it into veterans programs, and the bal-
ance remains, which allows us effec-
tively to go to conference where we
know it is going to be restored.

I do appreciate the gentlewoman’s
position, but I wanted the gentle-
woman to know that.

In the meantime, if my colleague
will, I wanted to mention to her that
we hope to get through this amend-
ment by the time I have committed to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] that we will close down by 10:30,
and that is not just for the gentle-
woman but for the other Members who
are here.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, I hope I will be able
to capture the time. Mr. Chairman, I
do appreciate it, and I did know the
amendment that we were discussing, I
consider the amendment an elimi-
nation of the AmeriCorps for the very
reason that when we begin to juxtapose
moneys against one other, we are bash-
ing and we are eliminating.

I recognize that this is a modified
amendment, but this amendment, the
purpose of it is to eliminate
AmeriCorps. This has no intent to fund
our veterans. This is a purpose of, in
fact, causing anguish, causing ugliness
in this debate.

Let me simply argue on behalf of the
AmeriCorps program and the very val-
uable things that it does. First, I want
to take issue with those who say that
there are individuals who are in the
AmeriCorps program that do not do
their job, that there should be volun-
teers, that they should not be paid.
These are individuals who work very
hard in our community and, in fact,
are contributing in our community and
receiving an education.

I would venture to say that the
young men and women who are in the
gulf war would support the
AmeriCorps, and why would they sup-
port it? Because they are the equals of
these individuals who have come up to
hard times and are now seeking to give
to their country, but, as well, taking
advantage of an opportunity to be edu-
cated and maybe be back in step with
helping us to have more peace so that
we send less of our veterans or less of
our soldiers into places of war.

For example, in Houston the LA Vets
is sponsored by our AmeriCorps. What
do they do? They help homeless vets. I
would think that our veterans would

support the AmeriCorps programs that
do that. What else do they do in Hous-
ton? The Houston Read Commission,
the literacy AmeriCorps that helps to
bring about the opportunities for read-
ing in our community; English as a
Second Language, a program that is
extremely important.

But most of all, I think the dignity of
the AmeriCorps participants have been
attacked, and I take great offense in
that, for these are young men and
women who simply want an oppor-
tunity.

Yes, this is the President’s program
and the President’s opportunity. But it
is not the President’s vision. It is
America’s vision to give young people
the opportunity to climb up the rough
side of the mountain and, yes, stand on
top of the mountain.

I believe that this effort that is being
offered to take a few pennies here and
a few pennies there for two very good
programs is, as I started out in my re-
marks, an attack on AmeriCorps and
an attempt to eliminate AmeriCorps.

I would simply ask the question, if it
is going to be restored in conference,
why do we not do the right thing and
maintain the full funding of
AmeriCorps, work in conference to in-
crease the dollars for Persian Gulf re-
search and Persian Gulf illnesses, be-
cause I think that is a very valid con-
cern. Why do we not do it that way?
The reason why we are not doing it
that way is because the real intent of
this amendment is to bash AmeriCorps,
to eliminate AmeriCorps, and it has
nothing to do with anyone’s concern
about the veterans.

I support any effort to increase fund-
ing for veterans, and I would encourage
my colleagues to go to the conference
committee, work sincerely along with
the Senate to increase those dollars,
because we are moving along in a well-
intentioned manner, which is to bal-
ance the budget. I see no reason what-
soever to eliminate these dollars on a
very valid program that helps young
people do the right thing and achieve
their goals and aspirations.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to raise my
strong opposition to Mr. TIAHRT’s amendment
to eliminate AmeriCorps by using the tragic
situation created by gulf war illness. If the ad-
ministration had not taken steps to address
the need to recognize disabilities associated
with the illness and extended the length of
time veterans have to apply for benefits I
could see a need to increase funding for that
purpose.

This amendment to H.R. 2158 will eliminate
AmeriCorps, a much needed program and
thus deny the opportunity for many deserving
young people to attend college. The program
is simple, but it has had a significant impact
on the lives of people living in my Houston,
TX, district.

In the city of Houston, David Lopez, who
was employed as an AmeriCorps member last
year, worked to provide the inner city working
parents of latch key kids with supervised activ-
ity and play. They are not left to their own de-
vices, or worse, to the design of street preda-
tors who would lead these young lives in the
wrong direction.

For a year of volunteer service with Com-
munities In Schools, David earned a $4,725
scholarship toward college.

AmeriCorps is the one and only chance for
many of its participants to obtain a college
education. It has been under attack from the
early days of the 104th Congress for being in-
efficient. The truth is that among the numer-
ous independent studies in the past, including
the one by conservative ‘‘Chicago School’’
economists sponsored by three private foun-
dations, confirmed that investments in national
service programs are sound, yielding from
$1.54 to $3.90 for every dollar invested. In
fact, a 1995 GAO report concluded that
AmeriCorps almost tripled the $31 million
amount Congress directed them to raise by
raising $91 million.

AmeriCorps has played a vital role in com-
munities all over America. The 508,593 stu-
dents taught, and the 42,381 families left
homeless by natural disasters, and the
143,513 individuals provided health care
screening at clinics, VA hospitals, and other
health-related facilities and focus particularly
on children and youth are testaments to the
critical role this program plays in the lives of
people in need.

I would offer to my colleagues who are in a
rush to cut AmeriCorps that if they looked
around their districts they may find that
AmeriCorps is doing some very amazing
things for these few tax dollars.

For example, in the city of Houston, the Col-
laboration to Help Homeless Veterans uses
AmeriCorps members on areas of housing
and employment readiness to perform case
management activities and help homeless vet-
erans in the Houston area move toward self-
sufficiency.

The Houston READ Commission/Literacy
AmeriCorps provide literacy training and need-
ed support services while developing commu-
nity leadership in traditionally disadvantaged
locations of the greater Houston area. Edu-
cational activities include GED tutoring, Eng-
lish as a second language training, homework
assistance, and family literacy instruction.

Teach for America—Houston is another pro-
gram in the city of Houston which utilizes
AmeriCorps members in a project designed to
improve the educational achievement of un-
derserved school-age youth by providing stu-
dents with teachers having diverse back-
grounds and strong knowledge of academic
content. AmeriCorps members are assigned
teaching and leadership roles in inner city and
rural public schools.

I strongly oppose any effort to end this pro-
gram. I would ask that my colleague join me
in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first, I want to thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES] on the VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies bill, a job well done.
There are lots of various issues that
they have had to work out, and I think
they are doing a tremendous job. My
admiration goes out to both of them.

I rise, however, in opposition, in
strong opposition, to this amendment,
a very sincere amendment on the part
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
TIAHRT] but one that I think is very
wrong. And I feel so strongly about it I
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was almost reluctant to get up because
I am almost afraid of what I might say.

I mean I hear people calling it the
President’s program, and yet the Presi-
dent worked very hard with Repub-
licans to make it a bipartisan program.
That is why, instead of it being a na-
tional program, one-third of the pro-
gram is decided nationally, and two-
thirds is decided by the States.

Republicans really did a good one on
the President, though, because when
we allow States to do their programs,
they are going to have good programs
and bad programs. So instead of having
a national program that, as my col-
leagues know, is pretty good, and no
one can find any criticism, we allow
States to be innovative. And so they
have a number of good programs, but
they have some that are not so good.
And when AmeriCorps finds out what
are the bad programs, they are elimi-
nated. So what we have is some really
excellent programs, and we have a few
bad ones.

I look in terms of where this money
is going. I serve as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Human Resources of
the Committee on Government Reform,
and we oversee the Veterans Depart-
ment along with HUD and the Edu-
cation Department and HHS, and so on.
We have had 10 hearings on gulf war
syndrome, and I think I can say with
some authority that the problem is not
funding of illnesses. The problem is the
VA and the DOD failed to recognize the
problem in the first place. It was not a
money issue.

We are going to spend in the 1998
budget $20 million earmarked for medi-
cal research in the VA HUD bill. We
are going to spend $78 million in DOD
budgets. We are going to spend $10 mil-
lion in HHS. One hundred eight million
is going to be spent on gulf war ill-
nesses in the budget that exists right
now.

b 2230

We have the money there to do the
work. The question is, is the VA and
the DOD going to spend the money the
right way? There we might have de-
bate.

Mr. Chairman, I represent the cities
of Stamford, Norwalk, and Bridgeport.
I have kids who are hungering to be of
service to this country. They are also
hungering to get an education. A great
Republican principle, I thought, was to
not give them something, make them
earn it. They earn it. They work at a
minimum wage.

Yes, we call them volunteers, even
though we call it AmeriCorps. I am a
Peace Corps volunteer. I got paid. I was
given a stipend at the end, just like
these volunteers who are doing service.
They are participants, no different
than Peace Corps volunteers, but they
are working at basically $4 an hour.
When they are done, unlike me in the
Peace Corps, when I had money set
aside that I could spend on anything,
all these individuals can do is spend it
on education.

So for me, Mr. Chairman, this was a
program that the President reached
out to our side of the aisle, made two-
thirds of it funded and decided by
States, and therefore brought in the
possibility that we could have some
bad programs, which we are quick to
criticize, and did not make it a na-
tional program.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to be
asking for a rollcall vote on this issue.
I accept the fact that our chairman of
this committee is going to try to work
it out in conference, and I accept the
fact that his logic said that, better to
keep some of the program there to be
funded and argued with the Senate.

But I just strongly, strongly oppose
those on my side of the aisle and
maybe a few on the other side of the
aisle who have targeted AmeriCorps,
because I think they are dead wrong. It
has been a tremendous program for my
cities in Bridgeport and Stamford and
Norwalk. I have kids who are being of
service. They are so grateful to be of
service, and to know that they can get
an education in the process.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will make a very
brief comment. There are two or three
Members who plan to speak this
evening but who are going to be asking
for unanimous consent requests regard-
ing their position, so that we can finish
this amendment this evening and go to
a vote on the item, and then we will
take the balance of Title I up tomor-
row.

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
the requisite number of words. I rise in opposi-
tion to the Tiahrt amendment. My colleague’s
amendment gives us terrible options. I support
veterans and additional funding for Gulf war
syndrome. We should be engaged in expand-
ing AmeriCorps, not in its elimination.

Almost 4 years ago, when Congress created
the AmeriCorps program, we expected great
things from national service. The Congress ex-
pected AmeriCorps to help communities meet
their public service needs with real results. We
expected AmeriCorps to unite individuals from
different backgrounds in the common effort to
improve our communities. We expected
AmeriCorps to encourage its members to ex-
plore and exercise their responsibilities to their
communities, their families, and themselves.

Today, almost 3 years after the first 20,000
AmeriCorps members hit the field in over
1,000 communities across the country, the
Corporation for National Service and its
AmeriCorps program has met every one of
these expectations. And in many cases, it’s
exceeded them.

In my hometown of Houston, TX, 120
AmeriCorps members in the SERVE HOUS-
TON program serve 1,500 school children
daily in partnership with the Houston Inde-
pendent School District and the YMCA of
Greater Houston by providing in-school tutors
and after-school programs in 24 title I schools.

Our daily Club Learn and Serve after-school
program provides safe and structured activities

for 1,000 children who would otherwise leave
school for an empty home or the streets. The
program provides reading and homework as-
sistance, cultural activities, and service learn-
ing projects where school children learn to
serve their own communities.

SERVE HOUSTON receives cash matching
support for its AmeriCorps funding from lead-
ing corporations including: Shell Oil Co. Foun-
dation, Exxon, Enron Corp., Duke Energy, Ar-
thur Anderson, and El Paso Energy. In addi-
tion, it receives strong support from private
foundations and individuals. SERVE HOUS-
TON is truly a public-private partnership.

SERVE HOUSTON generates non-
AmeriCorps volunteers to serve the commu-
nity through its outreach to churches and syn-
agogues, college campuses, and public
schools. Nationally, each AmeriCorps member
leverages about 12 volunteers and generates
246 volunteer hours.

But AmeriCorps’ service in my community
does not stop there. The Collaboration to Help
Homeless Veterans is involved in several ag-
gressive outreach programs. The AmeriCorps
members not only go to shelters and get vet-
erans signed up for services from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, but they also go out
with mobile units and service those homeless
individuals that are under bridges and in the
woods. These AmeriCorps members assist
our homeless veterans to become self-suffi-
cient by providing educational and vocational
support; they help our veterans access medi-
cal and social services, and they build working
relationships with other service providers.

The decision on whether or not to continue
national service will tell us a lot about our-
selves. We should put partisan politics aside.
Let’s work together to continue to provide
young people an opportunity to help them-
selves, as they help our communities and
learn service as a way of life.

AmeriCorps has kept its promise to the
American people. The Congress should, too.

(Mr. SAWYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to the Tiahrt amendment.
That notwithstanding, I want to thank the
sponsor for the opportunity to clarify the ad-
ministration’s work on AmeriCorps.

Early in the last Congress, there were many
Members expressing concerns about
AmeriCorps. The critics said that AmeriCorps
was plagued by cost overruns. So,
AmeriCorps and the Corporation for National
Service took the criticisms seriously. They
took immediate steps to alleviate the prob-
lems. Former Senator Harris Wofford, now
CEO of the Corporation for National Service,
and Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY announced a
10 point agreement to reform the AmeriCorps
program.

That effort made clear, enforceable commit-
ments to contain costs. It also resulted in an
increase in the AmeriCorps’ private sector
match from 25 to 33 percent of program costs.

Then, critics said that AmeriCorps was not
fulfilling its commitment to service and volunta-
rism. As the 10 point agreement included in-
creased collaboration with national non-profits,
special scholarships to reward voluntarism and
other efforts to increase occasional, or ‘‘week-
end’’ voluntarism nationwide, in addition to
long-term commitments to service. And in this
way, AmeriCorps responded to its critics by in-
creasing its volunteer and service efforts.
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Then critics said that the Corporation for

National Service was lacking in its financial
management standard and quality controls.
The Corporation responded by committing to
work with its Inspector General and Corpora-
tion’s auditors, Arthur Anderson LLP and Wil-
liams, Adley & Co. to correct its financial
weaknesses. Ted Sheridan of the Financial
Executive Institute also worked with the Cor-
poration to deal with these problems.

A year later, the Corporation is on the track
to be a model of responsible governmental
structure. It has hired a full-time Chief Finan-
cial Officer and it is in the process of installing
a new financial management system. By 1998,
it expects to have regular fully auditable finan-
cial statements and strict business controls.

Two years ago, critics rallied behind the cry
that AmeriCorps was a government program
fraught with management and financial prob-
lems. But AmeriCorps and the Corporation for
National Service responded, and today
AmeriCorps is a program of which I believe
we can all be proud, critics and supporters
alike. Unless of course, fixing the program
was never the real goal.

You see, despite its successes, we are still
having the debate over funding. That leads me
to believe that the motives behind the criticism
was never constructive, intended to produce a
model government program. Instead, the crit-
ics’ real goal was simply to defund or at least
cripple a program that has been a target of
theirs for years, no matter how well it is work-
ing today.

If that is the case, and I can hardly see how
it could be otherwise, I urge my colleagues to
reject this unfortunate amendment and to sup-
port a government program that helps to lever-
age private funds to tackle the difficult prob-
lems that face our youth, our communities,
and our nation, neighborhood by neighbor-
hood, where real effort can make a real dif-
ference in real peoples’ lives.

In closing, let me thank Mr. STOKES and
Chairman LEWIS for their work on this bill. I
take at face value his commitment to restore
funding in conference and for this opportunity
to clarify the constructive work by so many at
AmeriCorps over the past several years.

AUDITABILITY

THE CORPORATION IS STRENGTHENING ITS
MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEMS

The Corporation is unique in that it is a
new entity comprised of pre-existing federal
agencies and commissions and their outdated
systems. The Corporation is methodically
strengthening its financial management sys-
tems to reach full auditability in compliance
with the new requirements of the Corpora-
tion Control Act, with action completed or
in the process of implementation on 97 out of
99 points raised by Arthur Andersen by May
1, 1997. Once that goal is reached, the Chief
Financial Officer will move forward on au-
diting current financial statements.

THE CORPORATION IS STRENGTHENING ITS
TRUST FUND SYSTEM

A subsequent report by Peat Marwick,
LLP (KPMG) will guide our efforts to
strengthen the Trust Fund systems. It pin-
points several weaknesses in the current sys-
tem—and we’ve already taken significant
steps to begin to address them.

THE TRUST FUND SYSTEM MIRRORS OUR
DECENTRALIZED STRUCTURE

Local program directors are directly re-
sponsible for certifying Trust Fund eligi-
bility within guidelines set by Congress. Our
experience and the KPMG findings indicate

that this reliance on local control requires
stepped-up federal oversight to ensure accu-
rate Trust fund records.

THE CORPORATION HAS TAKEN SIGNIFICANT
STEPS TO ADDRESS TRUST FUND ISSUES

The Corporation generally concurs with
and is committed to a methodical resolution
of the issues raised by the KPMG report. To
strengthen our Trust Fund systems, the Cor-
poration has already taken several major
steps, such as: updating the certification
process and incorporated an automatic sys-
tem rejection process to ensure all docu-
ments have been properly approved before
Trust Fund accounts are established; freez-
ing grant renewals until accurate certifi-
cation forms are filed with the Trust Fund;
developing systems to improve transactions
registers and maintain supporting data;
bringing accounting records to a current pe-
riod; implementing a number of major
changes to our segregation of duties within
the Trust Fund operation; developing and
implementing a revised payment system and
an automated interface of those payments to
our existing ledger system.

IT’S NOT UNUSUAL, BUT THAT’S NO EXCUSE

Many federal agencies are struggling to
meet the new financial management
auditability standards. The Departments of
Defense, GSA, IRS, even the U.S. Congress.
The Corporation is making every effort to
meet the new challenges—and has made sig-
nificant progress.

(Mr. HOEKSTRA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST) having assumed the chair,
Mr. COMBEST, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2158) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, for sundry independent agen-
cies, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE
COST OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 40003 of Public Law 105–
18, the Chair announces the Speaker’s
appointment of the following members
on the part of the House to the Na-
tional Commission on the Cost of High-
er Education: Mr. Martin Anderson,
California; Mr. George Waldner, Penn-
sylvania; and Mr. Jonathan Brown,
California.

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF THE COMMITTEE ON STAND-
ARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable James V.
Hansen, chairman of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT,

Washington, DC, July 15, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing pursuant
to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the House, to
supplement the original notification by Mr.
Cole on June 3, 1997 that he had been served
with a subpoena issued by the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, the Bipartisan Legal Advisory
Group of the House of Representatives has
determined that the subpoena to Mr. Cole is
consistent in part and inconsistent in part
with the rights and privileges of the House
and has directed Mr. Cole to comply with the
subpoena to the extent that it is consistent
with the rights and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
JAMES V. HANSEN,

Chairman.

f

EXTENDING ORDER OF THE HOUSE
OF MAY 7, 1997, THROUGH
WEDNESDAY, JULY 30, 1997

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the order of
the House of May 7, 1997, as extended
on June 24, 1997, be further extended
through Wednesday, July 30, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the Virgin Islands [Ms.
CHRISTIAN-GREEN] is recognized for 5
minutes.

[Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SAXTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DAVIS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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